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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,500,000. Subscribed, £700.00 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000. 
TRUSTEES { e Rigbt Hon. HucH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.B.8. 

The Right Hon. GrorGr JoHN SHAW-LEFEVBE, M.P. 
7 Homes DIRECTORS. 

J OHN Crorr DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-equare, Lincoln’s-inn. 

WALTER RANDOLPH FaRrQuuHar, Esq., Banker, 16. St. James’-street. 

BEAUMONT WiLLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq.. Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 

Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 

GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Eeq., 13, Victoria-street, Westminster. 

WILLIAM HENRY 8Tonz. Eeq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

Banesgrs ! Messrs, RoBARTS, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 
; ( Messrs, HERPIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years, bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000). 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

e precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 





Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and ITI. 


‘ian NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
at Entry. * : : 5 : — ir 
Five. Ten. Twenty. Thirty. 





£ 8. £ 8. 
191 10 431 0 
211 0 464 10 
232 0 525 10 
276 16 "626 10 
372 0 *836 10 


_| 


£ 8 £ 8. 
103 0 *736 0 
112 0 
124 0 
147 0 
197 10 





EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 20, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. . = 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 
OFFERS 
Perfect Security for Manuscripts. 
Perfect Security for Bullion. 
Perfect Security for Companies. 
Perfect Security for Trustees. 
Perfect Security for Surveyors. 
Perfect Security for Marriage | Perfect Security Country 
Settlements. Gentlemen. 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT-- 
Guarded Night and Day. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 


6,(00 Safes and Rooms, 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Writing and Waiting Rooms. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 


Safes, 1 to 5 Guineas. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Strong Rooms, 8 to 90 Guineas. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 


Telephone Room for Renters. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
A Necessity of the Time. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Within the Reach of All. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Lighted by Electricity. 


CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 


Cards to View on Application to the Manager. 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 
61 AND 62, CHANCERY LANE, Lonpon, W.C. 





Perfect Security from Fire. 

Perfect Security from Burglars. 

Perfect Security for Solicitors. 

Perfect Security for Deeds & Jewels. 

Perfect Security for Mortgages and 
Leases. 

for 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We nave good reason to know that the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society are taking active steps in the direction of 
instituting an organization whereby the solicitors of each locality 
will be enabled to bring to the notice of their Parliamentary repre- 
sentatives the various evils, alike to the public and the profession, 
which are likely to ensue from the passing of the Land Transfer 
Bill in its compulsory form. 





WE print elsewhere a General Order in Lunacy altering order 77 
of the Lunacy Order, 1883, only by a few words, the effect of 
which is to allow all lunacy taxations to be referred to one taxing 
officer, in accordance with the new scheme. 


A Rote or Court, dated the 10th of April last, makes order 58 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court applicable to all appesls from 
the Commissioners under the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888. 
The rule will be found in another column. 





We vnperstanp that the Examiner in Conveyancing for the 
Intermediate Examination has resigned, and there is therefore a 
vacancy which must necessarily be filled very soon in consequence 
of the near approach of the June Examination. 





Ir HAs BEEN arranged that on Saturday (this day) the Lord Chief 
Justice and Lord Justice Livptey shall sit to hear Crown Cases 
Reserved, and there will accordingly be no sitting of Court of 
Appeal No.1. Next week Lord Corertcr will continue to 
“elect” (as Lord Esner phrases it) to preside in that division. 


We wear tHat the case, reported elsewhere, in which a divi- 
sional court refused to make an order for removing the name of a 
solicitor from the roll who had been convicted of embezzlement, 
is under appeal. This being so, we shall say no more at present 
than that we are glad that the question will come before the Court 
of Appeal. 





WE ane rvrormep that the dinner to be given by solicitors to the 
Attorney-General will be held in the Holborn Town Hall on the 
29th of May, and not at Her Majesty’s Theatre, as at first 
announced. We believe that upwards of four hundred solicitors 
have intimated their intention of being present, and that ample 
funds have been contributed or guaranteed. 


Tue Covncr. of the Incorporated Law Society have presented a 
petition in favour of the Solicitors (Magistracy ) Bill, which proposes 
to enable solicitors to act as justices in counties in which they 
practice. Notwithstanding the fact that solicitors are now 
restrained from acting as justices in counties in which they prac- 
tise, they may, nevertheless, act as such in boroughs in which 
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they practise. This is an anomaly for which, in the opinion of 
the council, no adequate reason exists. The council consider that 
it would be for the public advantage that men who have had legal 
training and who possess the knowledge and experience which 
solicitors acquire, both before admission and in the course of their 
practice, should not be prevented from administering justice in 
magisterial courts in their own counties. It has, however, been 
submitted that it would be desirable that the Biil should contain a 

rovision to the effect that any solicitor appointed to act as a 
Jastice for the county in which he carries on business should not, 
either directly or indirectly, by himself or his partner, practise in 
any,court in which he may sit as a justice. 


Tur news of the sudden death of Mr. Ince, Q.C., at his chambers 
on Tuesday evening caused something like consternation at Lincoln’s- 
ion. It is seldom that death has come to a busy Jeader in the midst 
of his work, and still seldomer has it entered the scene of his daily 
consultations. The facts, so far as we have been able to ascertain 
them, are that Mr. Ince, who had argued a case before Mr. Jus- 
tice Kay on Tuesday, had just concluded a consultation on that 
evening, when he asked that his clerk might be sent to him. He 
shortly after became unconscious, and died in the course of a few 
hours, there being no possibility of removing him to his residence. 
Mr. Ince was distinguished as an advocate by his ingenuity, rapid 
apprehension, and mastery of his cases. He commenced his career 
as a leader before Sir Grorcr Jessen, and his success with that 
swift and powerful judge was no bad testimony to the qualities we 
have noticed. But it is by his genuine goodness of nature that Mr. 
Ince will be longest remembered. He leaves behind him the 
fragrance of innumerable kindly acts, pleasant words, and courteous 
consideration for the feelings of others. . 





We referred last week to the case of Hancock v. Smith (37 
W. R. 459), in which Norra, J., applied the rule in Clayton’s case 
(1 Mer. 572) in such a manner as to allow the private creditor of 
a stockbroker to obtain, by a garnishee order, money belonging to 
bis clients. At the same time we expressed our opinion that 
hardly enough weight had been given to the cases which establish 
that by such an order the creditor cannot take anything which is 
not really due to the debtor. It is a sign of the rapidity with 
which the Court of Appeal is overtaking its business that, since 
our observations appeared, the matter has been heard there, and the 
decision reversed. It was, of course, at once seen that, although 
the rule in Clayton’s case might usefully be applied in settling the 
claims of cestuts que trust as between themselves, yet it was quite 
a different matter when the result would be to let in someone 
claiming through the trustee. To carry the rule to this extent is 
in direct violation of the principle which the Court of Appeal 
affirmed : that it is only against a debtor’s own money, or that 
which he has a right to deal with as his own, that a garnishee 
order can be granted. 


We paint elsewhere u batch of new Rules of the Supreme 
Court, having reference exclusively to proceedings in the taxing 
masters’ office. The first rule enables the Lord Chancellor to 
prescribe the rotation in which references are to be made to the 
taxing masters. We read this as meaning that he may prescribe 
that all matters before any judge shall come before the taxing 
master to be attached to that judge. The next rules substitute for 
R. 8. C., ord. 65, rr. 19 (6), 19 (ec), 19 (d), and 19 (/), provisions 
requiring the proper officer by whom an order directing a taxation 
is drawn up to certify on the order the date on which it was ‘signed, 
entered, or otherwise perfected,” and imposing on the solicitor having 
the carriage of the order the obligation of leaving at the office of 
the proper taxing master within seven days after the order was 
‘ signed, entered, or otherwise perfected,” a copy of it and a state- 
ment of the names and addresses of the parties appearing in person 
and of the solicitors of the parties not appearing in person ; under 
penalty, in default of performance of the obligation, of losing all 
costs of taxation. The next rule places on the taxing master the 
duty of sending by post to the parties appearing in person and the 
solicitors of other parties a notice fixing the date before which the 
bills directed to be taxed by the order are to be left, and a sub- 


|of a taxing master regulated by a certain judge. 





sequent date on which the taxation is to be proceeded with. The 
next rule annuls so much of ord. 65, r. 27, regulation 27, as follows 
the word ‘‘ unnecessary ’’—that is to say, it leaves the taxing 
officer free to disallow the costs of any party whose attendance such 
officer shall, ‘‘in his discretion, consider unnecessary,” without bind- 
ing him to consider whether the interest of the party is ‘‘small or 
remote, or sufficiently protected by other parties interested.” A 
new regulation (384) is next added to the above-mentioned rule, 
couched in somewhat similar terms to the solicitor-baiting order, 
and providing that if costs have been increased by ‘‘ unnecessary 
delay, or by improper, vexatious, or unnecessary proceedings, or 
by other misconduct or negligence, or if from any other cause the 
amount of costs shall, in the opinion of the taxing master, be ex- 
cessive having regard to the value of the fund, estate, or assets to 
which they relate, or other circumstances, the taxing master shall 
allow only such an amount of costs as would, in his opinion, have 
been incurred if the litigation had been properly conducted, and 
shall assess the same as a gross sum, and shall (if necessary) appor- 
tion the amount among the parties.” And, further, it is provided that 
if on taxation the amount of the professional charges (exclusive of 
disbursements) contained in the bill ‘‘ is reduced by a sixch part, no 
costs shall be allowed to the solicitor’ for drawing and copying the 
bill or attending the taxation. Particular attention should be 
directed to this rule, which appeare to us to be framed with the 
intention of precluding any review of the decision of the taxing 
master. The whole matter is left absolutely to his ‘‘ opinion,” 
which is expressly allowed to be based on “‘ any cause” whatever. 
And how can there be any review of a process which is not a taxa- 
tion, but an assessment of a gross sum? If we are right in our 
interpretation of the rule, we say, without hesitation, that a more 
scandalously unjust provision was never made. Solicitors are to 
left to the absolute caprice of a taxing master, or to the caprice 
For the rule 
must be read in connection with the rumour of the proposal to 
attach each taxing master to a particular judge. 


A USEFUL DECISION upon the rescission clause in conditions of sale 
has been pronounced by Mr. Justice Currry in Re The 163rd Starr- 
Bowkett Building Society's Contract (reported elsewhere). The 
question arose upon a condition that, if the purchaser should make 
any objection to or requisition on the title which the vendors should 
be unable or unwilling to remove or comply with, the vendors should 
be at liberty to annul the contract and return the deposit, without 
interest, costs, or compensation. After the sale the purchaser sent 
in requisitions, and the reply of the vendors was a notice 
rescinding the contract ; at the same time they sent a cheque for 
the deposit. Subsequently they stated that their reason for so 
doing was to avoid delay and expense, as they could not comply 
with some of the requisitions; they also declined to give the pur- 
chaser a chance of considering whether he would waive them. The 
case is distinguished from previous decisions in two points. The 
condition said nothing about insisting on the requisitions, nor did 
the purchaser, in fact, so insist. In Duddell v. Simpson (15 W. R. 
115, L. R. 2 Ch. 102) both these elements existed, and it was 
contended that, even after the purchaser had insisted on his 
requisitions, he was still entitled to notice from the vendor before 
his power to rescind was exercised. But the Court of Appeal 
held that to allow this would be to introduce a new term into the 
contract. In Re Dames and Wood (33 W. R. 685, 29 Ch. D. 
626) the condition was similar to that in the present case, but the 
vendor did not rescind upon the mere making of the requisition, 
but waited until the purchaser insisted. There was no need, 
therefore, to discuss the variation in the condition, and the authority 
of Duddell v. Simpson was sufficient. But in the present case Mr. 
Justice Currry had to decide oa the actual form of the condition, 
and in doing so he has used the same principle as that applied in 
Duddell v. Simpson. The power to rescind arises on the purchaser 
making the requisitions, and, if otherwise entitled, the vendor can, 
immediately on such making, exercise it; nor need he give the 
purchaser a locus penitentie. To require this would be, exactly as 
before, to introduce a new term into the contract. It was also 
necessary to determine what was meant by tie vendor being 
‘unwilling’? to comply with the requisitions. In Duddell v. 
Simpson it was said that this word was not to be considered as 
giving the vendor an arbitrary power to annul the contract, but 
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that he must shew some reasonable ground for his unwillingness. 
And in Re Dames and Wood Corton, L.J., said that the cases 
certainly established that a vendor could not avail himself of such 
condition arbitrarily, or unless he shewed some reasonable ground 
for his unwillingness to answer the requisitions. But the effect of 
this was neutralized by Re Glenton and Haden (58 L. T. 434), 
which decided that, although the vendor must not act capriciously 
—that is, although he must have a reason for rescinding—yet he is 
not bound to state that reason. This is the latest utterance of the 
Court of Appeal, and clearly shews that, although the purchaser 
may set up caprice, yet if he wants to do so he must find his own 
proofs. The vendor’s reasons, good or bad, are locked up in hisown 
bosom, and there the law will leave them. Such at least was Mr. 
Justice Cuirry’s opinion, although it was not necessary for him to 
act upon it, as a reason, and one which he considered a good one, 
had, in fact, been given. The case is a further illustration of the 
principle finally established in Re Terry and White's Contract 
(34 W. R. 379, 32 Ch. D. 14), that purchasers must take the risk 
of conditions of sale on themselves, and that the courts will not 
now stretch the ordinary rules of construction in their favour. 








THERE ARE considerations which render it desirable that the 
courts should not sit later in the day than the accustomed time for 
rising, or, at any rate, not for more than a few minutes. The 
courts are accustomed to rise at four o’clock, and those who are 
engaged there make their appointments on the expectation that 
the custom will be followed. It is satisfactory to know that 
our judges are not afraid of work, but Mr. Justice Currry, who is 
one of the offenders in respect of late sitting, appears to forget 
that the lateness of the hour to which he constantly sits on a 
Friday may be a source of great inconvenience to a Jarge number 
of persons. On Thursday last Mr. Justice Sriewine, after four 
o’clock, delivered a judgment which lasted half an hour. In this case 
a great number of counsel and solicitors were engaged, and it is 
possible the learned judge may have been induced to sit beyond 
the usual limit by a laudable desire to save the expense of com- 
pleting the case on the following day. Every one, however, of 
those concerned will not agree that the inconvenience caused to 
them was compensated by the small saving to the clients. 





ON THE RIGHT TACK. 


On a crucial matter, involving the most material interests of the 
profession, the Council of the Incorporsted Law Society have 
shewn that they are the right men in the right place. As will 
be seen from the announcement elsewhere, they have come to the 
conclusion that the importance and urgency of the land transfer 
question calls for a departure from their accustomed methods of 
action, and that steps should be taken at once to organize the pro- 
fession in the direction often indicated in these columns. And we 
may add that we have every reason to believe that the organization 
to be instituted will be so complete and so skilfully directed as to 
more than compensate for any delay in taking action which may 
have occurred. We believe that by their admirably devised plan 
of action the council will earn the gratitude of the whole profes- 
sion, and shew once more the enormous advantage of having at the 
head of affairs men of sagacity, wide experience, and practical 
power of moulding an organization so as best to accomplish the 
end intended. 

We referred some time ago to the necessity for providing some 
form of address to members of Parliament to be suggested to the 
solicitors in each locality, and we said that this would require 
much consideration. We have no doubt that the council will con- 
sider it desirable to furnish a form which may either be adopted or 
altered as the solicitors of each district may think fit, and we may 
add that we do not feel the smallest anxiety as to the terms 
in which this document will be couched. Its preparation will, 
we know, be in eminently skilful hands, and we anticipate 
that it will be found to bea model summary of the arguments 
against compulsion and statement of the personal grievance of 
solicitors against the Bill. And if our information is correct, the 
council are likely to propose proceedings, subsequent to the sig- 





nature and forwarding of the letter, which will be far better and 
more effectual than anything we have suggested. 

Correspondence, not intended for publication, has revealed to us 
some misapprehensions which seem to exist in some quarters as to 
the course we have advocated. It seems to be supposed that the 
address to the M.P.’s is intended to be of a “‘threatening”’ character. 
We suppose that a recent remark made in these columns, that it 
should be ‘‘ strong meat, not milk and water,” may have contri- 
buted to this impression. Nothing, however, could be further 
from our intention than this. It would be as unwise as improper 
to address any language in the slightest degree of a minatory 
character to a parliamentary representative. Moreover, it is per- 
fectly unnecessary. All that is needed, and all that has ever been 
contemplated, is that each member should receive from his solicitor 
constituents a calm and respectful, but forcible and unequivocal, 
statement of the evils likely to result from the Bill if passed in its 
compulsory form, and of the feeling of the profession on the sub- 
ject. This is what we mean by “‘ strong meat”; what we mean 
by ‘‘ milk and water” is best illustrated by the celebrated “ ques- 
tion of policy” resolution and expression of hope that ‘‘at all 
events for a year” the compulsion clause will not be put in force. 
All that ‘‘ milk and water” business is, we believe, now discon- 
tinued, and we trust that every solicitor throughout the kingdom 
will shortly put his name to such a statement as we have described 
above. Surely it is the undoubted right of every constituent to 
address his member on any matter of vital consequence to himself 
which is likely to come before Parliament. 

Upon another point on which some misapprehension appears to 
exist, we have some reluctance in speaking, because politics are 
altogether ignored in these columns. But we think we shall not 
trench on that dangerous ground if we say that solicitors who are 
supporters of the present Government and desire it to continue 
in office need entertain no apprehension whatever that their action 
will endanger or embarrass the Government. There is a course 
very commonly and very prudently adopted, of dropping a Bill 
with regard to which serious opposition is likely to occur at the 
busiest period of the session. 

It now remains for the profession to do their part in carrying 
into effect the scheme which we believe will be immediately 
promulgated, if it has not already been promulgated, by the 
council. The council are working hard, and are going to work 
hard, and will have to put forth their utmost energy to have the 
plan carried out in the enormous district of London, which it is 
believed they will undertake themselves. Let every provincial 
law society, and the solicitors in each parliamentary division, 
resolve that they will not be behind the council in their 
endeavours to obtain an absolutely completely-signed letter to 
their representative. There will be labour needed and some 
little outlay, but, with proper organization in each sub-division, 
both ought to be individually small. In each polling district 
there must be some man of energy and public spirit who 
will undertake the trouble of getting the signatures 
of his brother solicitors within the area. Let the work be sub- 
divided as far as possible, and it will be found that it will be easily 
done. Let each provincial law society have as many copies of 
the letter written out as there are polling districts, and have loose 
brief sheets appended—not attached—to the letter, and let each of 
them be sent toa solicitor in each polling district, and then the 
signatures throughout the constituency can be obtained simul- 
taneously and with little trouble. It must be remembered that the 
time which can be allowed is limited; the Bill will in all proba- 
bility reach the Commons before, or very soon after, Whitsuntide, 
and it is most essential, in every point of view, that the members 
should be approached as speedily as possible. 

We earnestly hope that every solicitor will see that the matter 
is one which so intimately concerns his personal interests as to call 
for his best endeavours to support the action of the council. If he 
is a solicitor resident in a large commercial centre, and therefore 
depending less on conveyancing than many of his brethren, let him 
remember that the Bill is only a step further in the line of the 
transaction of solicitors’ business by Government officials, and that 
his turn may come next. Let no one suppose that the Bill at 
present has no chance of passing; if no combined effort is made 
against it the probability is that it will slip through at the fag-end 
of the session, and solicitors will find out too late that they have 
lost a large portion of their remuneration. 
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FORFEITURE OF A LIFE INTEREST IN A SETTLOR’S 
OWN PROPERTY ON BANKRUPTCY OR ALIENA- 
TION. 

Some time ago (32 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 469) we called attention to 

a decision of Kay, J.,in Dugdale v. Dugdale (36 W. R. 462) to 

the effect that a limitation of an estate to the donee in fee until 

alienation or bankruptcy would have the effect of conferring an 
absolute fee. This decision, adverse to the effectiveness of estates 
of this kind, may be said in a measure to be balanced by the 

recent decision of Norru, J.,in Re Detmold (37 W. R. 442, 40 

Ch. D. 585), which establishes the validity of a limitation to a 

settlor himself, subject to determine upon alienation by operation 

of law. 

A marriage settlement was executed in April, 1881, by which a 
sum of stock belonging to the intended husband was settled upon 
trust to pay the income to himself for life, “or till he shall 
become bankrupt, or shall assign, charge, or incumber the said 
income, or shall do or suffer something whereby the same or some 
part thereof would, through his act, default, or by operation 
or process of law, if belonging absolutely to him, become 
vested in or payable to some other person or persons.’’ Upon the 
determination of the husband’s interest, the income was to go 
to the wife for life for her separate use. On the 8th of June, 
1888, a creditor recovered judgment against the husband, and on 
the 19th of July he obtained an order appointing himself receiver 
of the income. The husband committed an act of bankruptcy on 
the 29th of July, in respect of which he was subsequently adju- 
dicated a bankrupt. Under these circumstances the question arose 
whether the provision for forfeiture was valid. There is no doubt 
that if the first cause of forfeiture had been the bankruptcy, the 
limitation would have been bad. The numerous early cases are 
thus summed up in a note to Wilson v. Greenwood (1 Swanst. 
481) :—‘‘ The general distinction seems to be that the owner of the 
property may, on alienation, qualify the interest of his alienee by 
a condition to take effect on bankruptcy; but cannot, by contract 
or otherwise, qualify his own interest by a like condition, deter- 
mining or controlling it in the event of his own bankruptcy, to the 
disappointment or delay of his creditors; the ws disponendi, which 
for the first purpose is absolute, being, in the latter instance, 
subject to the disposition previously prescribed by law.’’ This 
was quoted by Woop, V.C., in Knight v. Browne (9 W. R. 515), 
as being a correct statement of the law, and it is quite settled that 
a limitation toa settlor to determine upon his bankruptcy is bad. 
Moreover, in Re Pearson (25 W. R. 126, 3 Ch. D. 807), Bacon, 
C.J., went further, and held that the settlement which contained it 
was void in toto against the trustee in bankruptcy. But that was 
a case of a voluntary settlement, not of a marriage settlement, and 
the court, in saying that it was as plainly fraudulent as possible, 
and declaring it to be void, was careful to advert to this 
‘distinction. 

But if there has been an alienation whereby the husband’s 
interest is defeated before the occurrence of the bankruptcy, the 
result is different. In Brooke v. Pearson (7 W. R. 638, 27 Beav. 
181) there was a marriage settlement by which a rent-charge out 
of the husband’s property was to become payable to his wife if he 
mortgaged it or became bankrupt. He mortgaged it first and 
afterwards became bankrupt. The Master of the Rolls, Sir Joun 
Rommry, was at first inclined to think that the validity of the 
limitation must be determined as at the date of the settlement, and 
that it was therefore bad on account of the possible forfeiture in 
the event of bankruptcy. But he subsequently decided that the 
actual order of events must be considered. When the mortgage 
was made, the rent-charge arose, and being thus vested in the wife 
at the time of the bankruptcy, it did not pass to the assignees, or 
rather it did not sink again into the property for their benefit. 

Knight v. Browne (supra) was the next case that arose, and it 
was said to be governed by the above. But the circumstances 
were very different, and it was really an attempt by a creditor, 
who had also become a mortgagee, to avoid the operation of the 
limitation against himself. A settlor upon his marriage settled 
real estate on trust to pay the rents to himself till bankruptcy, 
alienation, or death, and then upon trust to pay them to his wife. 
After his morriage, proceedings in the Insolvent Debtors’ Court 
were taken against him, but the detaining creditor was paid off 
by a third party, and the proceedings discharged. In consideration 








of this advance, the debtor mortgaged his life estate to the third 
party, and the wife thereupon claimed that it was forfeited. For 
the mortgagee it was contended that a limitation which was bad 
as against the body of creditors (in the case of bankruptcy) must 
be equally so as against an individual creditor, But Woon, V.C., 
took the law as laid down in Brooke v. Pearson. The limitation 
would have been bad had it determined upon bankruptcy, but the 
law had been carried no further, and in the event of alienation in 
any other manner it was good. That case was somewhat hard on 
the mortgagee, as he appears to have advanced the money first, 
and afterwards taken this security which turned out to be worth- 
less. He had helped to avoid the bankruptcy, and this was his 
reward. Of course, an ordinary mortgagee is in a very different 
position, as he can see from the settlement the nature of the 
interest he is taking. 

There remains, then, the case of involuntary alienation which 
arose in Re Detmold, and, consistently with the above cases, it is 
not easy to see how any other decision than that of Norra, J., 
could have been given. It had been settled by Brooke v. Pearson 
that, in considering the validity of the limitation, the actual order 
in which the causes of forfeiture arose was to be considered, and in 
Knight v. Browne that the only cause of forfeiture which would 
make the limitation bad was bankruptcy. Taking these as good 
law, it was only necessary to notice that, in allowing a receiver to 
be appointed, the husband had done or suffered something whereby 
the income had, through his ‘‘ act, default, or by operation or 
process of law become vested in or payable to some other person.” 
This being so, the forfeiture had already taken place, and on the 
bankruptcy there was nothing to pass to the trustee. The decision 
really makes the law more explicit than in Knight v. Browne, 
because the case of alienation by operation of law was not there 
before the court, and the express dictum of Woop, V.C., that the 
limitations in question had only been held bad in case of bank- 
ruptcy, was unnecessary for the purpose of his judgment. But it 
would be difficult now to draw a line between voluntary and in- 
voluntary alienations, and, although the law may be hard sometimes 
on individual creditors, yet it is, perhaps, as thus settled, consistent, 
and not, on the whole, inconvenient. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE PROSPECTS OF SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I observe the discussion as to the number of solicitors removed 
from the ranks of the law, and I ask whether, apart from any ques- 
tion of moral stigma, it can be considered an unmixed evil to be 
‘* struck off the rolls.” 

To the majority of those on the rolls the recent changes in the law 
and its administration have rendered it extremely difficult ‘‘to get 
our living in that state of life to which it has pleased God to call us,” 
7 our existence is one of diminished incomes, struggle, and per- 
plexity. 

Things are bad now, but they will be very much worse after the 
passing of the Land Transfer Bill, and all our efforts can only for a 
time postpone it ; it is as sure to come as the fusion of law and equity, 
or the State management of bankruptcies, 

_ The irresistible tendency of the day is to cheapen the administra- 
tion of the law, and to place it in the hands of Government officials to 
the exclusion of those who have hitherto earned their living thereby. 

When I entered the law there were four principal branches of it, 
common law, chancery, conveyancing, and bankruptcy, by the 
assiduous following of which, combined with an exercise of all the 
virtues, one could generally realize, not a fortune, but a competency. 

How different are things now; shortly there will be nothing left 
but the work of the ‘ judicature” system, whereby one has Jess work 
to do than under the previous system. The remuneration for that 
left is diminished by half by the “lower scale,” whilst the outgoings 
are largely increased. 

I submit that some compensation should be made to solicitors who 
are thus deprived of the means of getting alivelihood. Proctors were 
compensated very handsomely when their business was thrown open 
to solicitors, and these last ought in justice to be treated in the same 
way. 

come men who have been admitted within the last ten years will 
soon tind that they have paid their fees on articles and admission for 
the privilege of exercising a profession which substantially no longer 
exists, and in which they will not have had time to recoup themselves 
their outlay incurred in entering it. W. R. 
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FRAUDULENT SOLICITORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you allow me, through your columns, to acquaint Mr 
Hastie and his supporters with the motives that actuated one at 
least of those who voted against his ill-considered propositions. I 
venture to think there was not a little method in the apparent mad- 
ness of his opponents. For my own part, it was not because I was 
indifferent that I joined in the chorus of condemnation that greeted 
him ; it was because I considered that the insinuations made by him 
against the profession did not touch the bulk of its members. 

We are not bankers; our office is not to take care of, to hoard, or 
to increase our client’s wealth. It is for us to ‘institute suits in 
courts of law, and to prosecute or defend the cause of clients.” Let 
us be condemned as lawyers when we fail in our office as such. To 
condemn us in a body when some of us undertake and fail in what is 
not legitimately our work is unjust. The courts do not allow us to 
have the unfettered control of moneys. They know us to be human, 
and to have temptations like other men. I say it unreservedly, as I 
consider it gross unwisdom on the part of anyone to constitute a 
solicitor his banker. 

Banks are invariably huge concerns. Their proprietors are 
wealthy; their clerks are well-chosen and under constant super- 
vision. These are the institutions in which the courts think moneys 
may safely be placed. They are subject to all the acknowledged 
perils of finance; but their very wath insures them against any 
serious disablement through personal dishonesty. On the other 
hand, a solicitor stands alone ; . may have a partner, but that does 
not affect the soundness of this reasoning. He has a substantial 
income ; but spends most of it, and, unless of uncommon calibre, has 
the passions and ambitions, and perhaps the love of speculation, of 
other men. I contend that this man is tempted to wrong-doing more 
than any bankers—aye, if £100,000 be placed in their hands. And 
then, if he be found wanting, he is blamed because he has failed to 
do what his client would trust no other living soul to do for him—not 
even his brother—not his divine, certainly. He does not think him, 
in temporal matters, like Cesar’s wife, above suspicion. 

A banker is trusted—and why? Because it is known that, with 
the enormous wealth at his command, the mite of any one customer 
will not be seen. The customer knows nothing of the banker him- 
self—he knows he is rich, and that is enough. If he could onl 
know that he is living on £500 a year, and cannot afford to spen 
more, he would withdraw his money at once. But he does not know, 
and so he sleeps in peace. He does know it of his solicitor though, 
but he thinks—why I am at a loss to tell—that temptation will not 
assail him. He is wrong, lamentably wrong. I only regret that we 
are not made of sterner stuff, if only to compensate for the lack of 
shrewdness and sagacity that is apparent in some of our clients. 

Great St. Helen’s, May 6. DovueGias M. GANE 





THE EXTENSION OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,— Your article upon this subject in last week’s issue confirms 
my recollection of what I had previously read in your columns, but 
does not accord with what I am told at the society’s office in one 
respect. 
called at the general office yesterday and explained that I was 
desirous of joining the society, but did not wish to be elected before 
the Ist of June, so that I should only have £1 to pay, being half the 
subscription for the current year. I was referred to the cashier, and 
both he and another gentleman in the same department assured me that 
** all that was now done away with,” and I should have to pay £2. 
These gentlemen, I am sorry to say, wouldn’t admit you as an authority 
upon the subject, but handed me, as settling the question, a pamphlet 
on the ‘‘ Objects and Advantages” of the society, bearing the date 
1889, which certainly bears out their views. ; 

All I wish to suggest is, that, if you are right, the clerks in the 
society’s office ought to receive proper instructions ; and, if you are 
wrong, you might like to correct the error. G. WASHINGTON Fox. 

17, Knight Rider-street, E.C., May 7. 

[The result of inquiries we have made has been to shew that the 
cashier and the other gentleman referred to must have been under a 
misapprehension, and that the General Regulation No. 3, which is to 
the following effect, is still in foree—viz., that whenever a person is 
elected after the 31st of May he shall pay only one-half the amount 
S the annual subscription for the remainder of the current year.— 

D. S.J.] 


MR, POTTS’ BOOK ON THE LAW OF SUCCESSION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The clerical error on p. 21 of my book on the ‘ Law of 
Succession,” pointed out in your review of last week had already been 








corrected by means of an addenda slip, a copy of which I uite 
thought had been sent to you, together a one other detects 
which unfortunately escaped notice while the book was passing 
through the press. 

If you can find space to mention this in your next issue I shall feel 
very greatly obliged ; the importance of the error and the very wide 
circulation of your valuable paper must be my apology for making 
this request. T. RapForD Ports. 

Oxford, 9th May. 

[No copy of the slip referred to reached our hands.—Ep. S. J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 
May, 1889. 
OrvER LXV.—Rule 18. 


1, After the word “rotation ”’ insert ‘‘ or in such manner or order 
as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct.” 


OrvER LXV.—Rule 19, B, c, and p. 

2. Rules 19n., 19¢., and 19p, are hereby annulled, and the following 
three rules are substituted therefor :— 

Rule 195. The proper officer, by whom any order directing a 
taxation of costs shall be drawn up, shall certify upon the order the 
date on which it was signed, entered, or otherwise perfected. 

Rule 19c_ Should the solicitor having the carriage of the order fail 
in leaving at the office of the proper Taxing Master within seven days 
after the order was signed, entered, or otherwise perfected a copy of 
it, and (annexed to such copy) a statement containing the names and 
addresses of the parties appearing in person, and of the solicitors of 
the parties not appearing in person, no costs of taxation shall be 
allowed to the solicitor so failing. 

Rule 19p. On the copy of the order being left with the Taxing 
Master, he shall forthwith send by post to the parties appearing in 
person, and to the solicitors of the parties not appearing in person, a 
notice fixing a date before which the bills, the taxation whereof is 
directed by the order, shall (with all necessary papers and vouchers) be 
left for taxation, and a subsequent date on which the taxation shall 
be proceded with. 

3. Rule 19F. is hereby annulled. 


OnpER LXV.—Rule 27. Regulation 27. 
4. So much of Regulation 27 of Rule 27 as follows the word 
‘* unnecesary,” is hereby annulled. 


Orver LXV.—Rule 27. Regulation 38a. 


5.—(a.) If in any case in which a taxation is directed with a view 
to the payment of the costs out of a fund or estate (real or personal), 
or out of the assets of a Company in liquidation, the costs shall have 
been increased by unnecessary delay, or by improper, vexatious, or 
unnecessary proceedings, or by other misconduct or negligence, or if 
from any other cause the amount of the costs shall, in the opinion of 
the Taxing Master, be excessive having regard to the value of the 
fund, estate, or assets to which they relate, or other circumstances, 
the Taxing Master shall allow only such an amount of costs as would, 
in his opinion, have been incurred if the litigation had been properly 
conducted, and shall assess the same at a gross sum, and shall (if 
necessary) ee the amount among the parties. 

().) If on the taxation of a bill of costs payable out of a fund or 
estate (real or personal), or out of the assets of a Company in liquida- 
tion, the amount of the professional charges (exclusive of disburse- 
ments) contained in the bill is reduced by a sixth part, no costs shall 
be allowed to the solicitor leaving the bill for taxation for drawing 
and copying it, nor for attending the taxation. 

6. These Rules shall come into operation on the Ist of June 1889. 
and may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court, May 1589, and 
each Rule may be cited by the heading thereof with reference to the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 
May 1, 1889. 

(Signed) Hatspury, C. 
CotErincE, C.J. 
Esuer, M.R. 
Naru. Linviey, LJ. 
Epw. Fry, L.J. 
C. E. Potxock, B. 
H. Manisty, J. 


GENERAL ORDER IN LUNACY. 


From and after the 1st day of June, 1889, the following order 
shall stand in lieu of Order 77 of the Lunacy Orders, 1883 :— 





Where it is ordered that any costs, or costs, charges, and expenses 
be taxed, the taxing officer to whom the taxation of costs is for the 
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time being referred, is to tax and certify such costs, or costs, charges, 
and expenses, and also to certify the names of the respective solici- 
tors to whom the same should be paid; and due notice of attending 
the taxing officer on the taxation is to be given to such parties as the 
Masters shall have certified are to attend on the proceedings in the 
matter ; and where it is ordered that the costs, charges, and expenses 
of any committee or next of kin in the matter of any lunacy be 
taxed, the taxing officer, in taxing such costs, charges, and expenses, 
is not to allow the costs, charges, or expenses of any petition or 
application upon which no order shall have been drawn up, or of any 
evidence in relation thereto, unless the same shall by any order be 
directed to be allowed or ordered to be costs in the matter of such 
lunacy, nor to allow the costs, charges, or expenses of or incidental 
to any proposal or inquiry before the Masters which they shall have 
disallowed or not thought fit to adopt or carry into effect, unless 
the Masters shall have certified that such proposal or inquiry was 
proper. 

HAtspury, C. 

EsHeEr, M.R. 

Henry Corton, L.J. 
NaTuHL, LInDiey, L J. 
Epwp. Fry, L.J. 
Henry C. Lorgs, L.J. 


(Signed) 


The sixth day of May, 1889. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 
10TH APRIL, 1889, 
RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACT, 1888. 


We, the undersigned, being the authority having power to make 
Rules for Her Majesty’s Court of Appeal in England, do hereby, in 
pursuance of the seventeenth section of the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act, 1888, make the following Rule in relation to appeals from the 
Commissioners under that Act :— 

Order LVIII. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, shall, so 
far as applicable, apply to all appeals from the Commissioners under 
the Rail way and Canal Traffic Act, 1888. 

Dated this 10th day of April, 1889. 
(Signed) Hatssury, C, 

CotErinGE, L.CJ. 

EsHeEr, M.R. 

JAMES HANNEN. 

Natuu. Linney, L.J. 

Epw. Fry, L.J. 

C. E. PoLtock, 

H, MAnisty. 








The President, B. G. Lake, Esq., the Vice-President, Grinham Keen, 
Esq., and the Council of the Incorporated Law Society entertained at 
dinner on Wednesday, the 8th inst.:—The Lord Chief Justice of 
England, Lord Macnaghten, The Hon. Mr. Justice Grantham, Sir 
Walter Phillimore, Bart., Sir Reginald Welby, Mr. J. Whitehorne, 
Q.C., The Hon. F, Lawley, Mr. H. C. Richards, Mr. Dicey, the Rev. 
H. A. Lake, Mr. Broadley, Mr. Mowatt, Mr. A. E. Finch. Mr. G. B. 
Rashleigh, Mr. W. H. Cousins, Mr. E. Lake, Mr. Munns, Mr. Trower, 
Mr. Newman, Mr. Harting, Mr. G. L. Bristow, Mr. A. J. Finch, Mr. 
Hugh Fraser, Mr. J. R. F. Rogers, Mr. E. E. Blyth, Mr. R. T. 
Webster, Mr. E. R. Still, Mr. E. W. Williamson, Mr. Bucknill, Mr. 
Walter Williamson. The following members of the Council were also 

resent :—Sir Thomas Paine, Mr. F. H. Janson, Mr. G. B. Gregory, 

r. E. J. Bristow, Mr. H. Roscoe, Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. C, J. 
Follett, Mr. H. L. Pemberton, Mr. J. Hunter, Mr. H. J. Davis. 


‘The annual statement of Sir John Monckton, the Town Clerk of the 
City of London, on the progress made in arranging and calendaring such 
municipal records as are preserved at Guildhall in his custody contains, 
says the Times, some interesting information. A calendar of wills proved 
and enrolled in the ancient Court of Husting between a p. 1258 and 1358 
(in number about 2,500) has been completed and passed through the press. 
The wills in Somerset House may be said to commence at the date where 
this volume of the calendar ends. Dr. Sharpe, the Records’ Clerk, has 
endeavoured to give a fair general abstract of each will, and to this has 
been added an exhaustive index and a short account of the Court of 
Husting from the earliest times. Many of the wills contained bequests of 
— and curious chattels, bequests for the maintenance of charities for 

e health of the testator’s soul, bequests to St. Paul’s and other churches, 
to orders of friars, hermits, and anchorites in and around London, to 
lepers in Southwark, Hackney, and elsewhere, and to inmates of hospitals 
and —. Besides family names well known to every student of the 
municipal history of London, there were found others of more universal 
interest, such as Chaucer and Caxton. 
the Court of Husting, some 
volume of still greater interest. 


On the 2nd inst. the Trust Companies Bill, re-introduced by Lord 


= in the House of Lords, was referred to the Standiog Committee 


. A calendar of the wills enrolled in 
1,500 in number, will constitute a second 
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Court of Appeal, 


RUST v. THE VICTORIA GRAVING DOCK CO.—No. 2, 8th May. 
Costs—TaxaTIonN—HiGuEr orn Lower Scate—‘! Principat REvigr sovuGHT”® 

—Insunction—R. 8S. C., 1875 (Anpitionan Rvuies or Avoust, 1875), 

VL, 2. 

The question in this case was, whether the plaintiff was entitled to have 
his costs of the action taxed on the higher scale. The case was governed 
by rule 2 of order 6 of the Additional Rules of August, 1875, which pro- 
vided that solicitors should be entitled to charge and be allowed fees on 
the “higher scale” ‘‘in all actions for special injunction to restrain the 
commission or continuance of waste, nuisances, breaches of covenant, 
injuries to property, and infringement of rights, easements, patents, and 
copyrights, and other similar cases where the procuring such injunction is 
the principal relief sought to be obtained.’’ The defendants were the 
owners of a dock into which water was admitted from the River Thames, 
and they were required by statute to keep the wall of their dock not less 
than 5 feet above Trinity high-water mark. They did not keep their wall 
high enough, and the result was that, on the happening of an extra- 
ordinary high tide, the water overflowed the wall and flooded some ad- 
joining land belonging to the plaintiff. This land was building land, 
though some of it had not yet been built upon. The plaintiff brought 
this action in the Chancery Division, claiming an injunction to restrain 
the defendants from allowing their wall to remain below the proper 
height, and damages for the injury caused to his land by the overflow. 
At the trial Chitty, J., granted a perpetual injunction, and directed an 
inquiry as to damages before a special referee. The referee found that the 
plaintiff was entitled to £1,941 damages, and Chitty, J., affirmed his 
decision. The Court of Appeal held (31 Soxicrrors’ Journ, 268, 36 Ch. 
D. 113) that the damages had been assessed on a wrong principle, and re- 
duced the amount. The taxing master taxed the plaintiff's costs on the 
higher scale, on the ground that rule 2 applied, and Chitty, J., affirmed 
the decision. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R, and Fry, L.J.) reversed the decision. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the rule of law applicable to the case was 
laid down by the Court of Appeal in Chapman v. The Midland Railway Co, 
(5 Q. B. D. 167, 431) to this effect, that, in order to determine whether, 
within the meaning of rule 2, the injunction was the principal relief 
sought, the taxing master must have regard to the particular facts of the 
particular case, and draw the inference of fact which was the principal 
relief sought in that case. There might be an appeal from his inference 
of fact, but the court would be very loth to set aside his finding, and would 
not do so unless they were very clearly of opinion that he was wrong. The 
only question now was, whether this court had such a clear opinion that 
the taxing master and Chitty, J., were wrong that they ought to reverse 
their decision? The action was really a common law action, though it was 
brought in the Chancery Division. In the first instance the plaintiff did 
not ask for an injunction, and as matters then stood it was as plainly as 
could be a mere common law action. The plaintiff afterwards amended 
his claim by asking for an injunction, and about the same time he de- 
livered particulars of the damages for which he sued. He claimed the 
enormous sum of £9,000 for damages resulting to him from the inunda- 
tion, and the cause of the injury was the not keeping up the defendants’ 
wall to the proper height. The plaintiff's claim was for damages not 
actually incurred—for diminution in the letting value of his property. 
It was said that by reason of the inundation people would not give 
such high rents for the houses as they would have done before. 
This claim was based on an entirely wrong principle. The only 
damages that could properly be recovered was the cost of reinstat- 
ing the plaintiff's ‘ey in the condition in which it was before 
the flood. But still that was the claim wrich he made. The com- 
parison must be made between the injunction and the damages for 
which the —— asked. The arbitrator gave him £1,900. The plain- 
tiff insisted on damages on the wrong principle, and the arbitrator adopted 
that principle. When the case came before the Oourt of Appeal they at 
once said that the principle was wrong, and they gave the plaintiff 
damages on the right principle. The injunction sought was really a 
mandatory injunction to compel thejdefendants to raise their wall to the 
proper height, If the plaintiff had not asked for an injunction at all, the 
same result would have followed. As a matter of business, the defendants 
would necessarily have raised their wall to the proper height. The plain- 
tiff would have had the same protection without any injunction, though 
the injunction gave him more power. On a review of all the facts, his 
lordship came to the conclusion that the a ey had not proved that the 
injunction was the principal relief sought by the action. The onus was on 
the plaintiff to shew that he was entitled to have his costs taxed on the 
7 scale, and he had not proved that the injunction was the principal 
relief sought. This was one of many actions which were brought in the 
Chancery Division because costs were taxed at a higher rate there than in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, and a shambling pretence of a claim for an 
injunction was made. The costs ought to have been taxed on the lower 
scale. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Oounset, Jeune, Q.0., and A. 0. Nicoll ; 
Ashton Cross, Soxtcrrors, Gedge, Kirby, § Millett ; Watson, Sons, § Room. 

MITTON v. WILSON—No. 1, 2nd May. 
Pusiic Heattu Act, 1875—Penatry—Memugr or Locat Boarp INTERESTED 
in ConTRACTS. 

This was an appeal from the decision of A. L. Smith, J. The action 


* These cases are specially reported for the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL barris' 
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was brought under section 70 of schedule 2 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
to recover a penalty of £50 from the defendant for having, while ac as 
a member of the Local Board of Elland, near Halifax, been concerned in 
two contracts entered into by such local board. It appeared that the 
defendant, who was a joiner, was elected a member of the Elland Local 
Board in 1885, and in the course of 1886 two contracts were entered into 
by the local board with twe persons named Holdsworth and Brook for the 
supply, for a oe of the local board, of a warming apparatus and a 
water tank. en these came to be fitted up it was found that some 
joiner’s work would be necessary, and in each case the contractor em- 
wee the defendant’s workmen to do this, and subsequently paid the 
efendant for the work so done. A. L. Smith, J., found that the defend- 
ant had in fact not been in any way concerned in the contracts, but he 
considered himself bound by the judgment of Field, J., in the similar case 
of Tompkins v. Joliffe (51 J. P., 16th April, 1887), and accordingly he gave 
judgment for the plaintiff, with costs. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lopss, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esusr, M.R., said that the section had been 
passed to protect members of such a local board from temptation or the 
semblance of temptation. It was impossible to say that the defendant 
was not concerned in any way in these contracts. Linp.ey, L.J., said 
that the lax words of the section had been pay chosen, because the 
object of the section was to prevent any conflict between the duty and the 
interest of members of local boards. Lorks, L.J., said that, in his opinion, 
whenever a person was employed to do part of the work which another 
had contracted to do, he was concerned in the contract.—CounsgL, Tindal 
Atkinson, Q.C., and Cyril Dodd ; Forbes, Q.C., and Yarborough Anderson. 
Soxicrtors, Williamson, Hill, ¢ Co. ; Bridgford, for Lawton, Halifax. 


SADLER v. SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE TRAMS CO.—No. 1, 2nd May. 
Trespass—Steam TrRamMcaAn—Derective ConpiTion or TRAMWAY. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Charles, J. The action was 
brought to recover damages sustained by the plaintiff, and for the death 
of his wife, in consequence of being injured by one of the defendants’ 
tramcars, It appeared that the tramcar was running on the line of 
another company, over whose line the defendants had running powers, 
when, in consequence of the points being defective, the car was thrown off 
the line, and injured the plaintiff and his wife, who happened to be 
crossing the road. The jury found that there had been no excessive 
speed or mismanagement by the defendants, but that the accident hap- 

med in consequence of the defective condition of the points, of which 

efect the defendants were ignorant. On these findings Oharles, J., gave 
judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants appealed, but 

Tue Count (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lrnpiry and Lopzs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the accident ae 
by the immediate act of the defendants. They were empowered by Act 
of Parliament to run their steam tramcars along the public highway. To 
do so, unless all the machinery and plant were in good order, was danger- 
ous to the public, and the Act implied a duty on them to keep them in 
good condition. If they failed in this duty they were doing what they 
were not authorized by the Act to do, and they could not justify their 
conduct under the Act. The accident was caused by the defective con- 
dition of the tramway. It was true that the tramway belonged to another 
company, but, as between the defendants and the public the defendants 
were bound to see that the plant and machinery which they used was not 
defective. They had failed to do this, and the accident had, conse- 
quently, happened. They were, therefore, liable to the plaintiff in 
trespass. Tie ome might have been different if the accident had been 
caused by an inevitable accident, but it was — to say that such 
was the case here. Lixpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—Counset, R. E. C. Kettle; H. D. Greene, Q.C., and Shake- 
speare, Soxicrrors, Stokes ¢ Hooper; W. Shakespeare. 


REG. v. LAND COMMISSIONERS OF ENGLAND—No. 1, 4th May. 


Copynotp Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 73)—Powsrr or Lanp Commis- 
SIONERS TO REVIEW VALUATION. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman and 
Hawkins, JJ.), reported 37 W. R. 350. The tenant of a certain copyhold 
estate desired to enfranchise it under the Copyhold Acts, and valuers were 
appointed under the Copyhold Act, 1887, to determine the value of the 
manorial and other rights and incidents. The valuer appointed by the 
tenant put the value at £1,281, and the lord’s valuer put it at £2,106. The 
matter was referred to an umpire, who assessed the value of the rights at 
£1,331, at which price the tenant accordingly claimed to enfranchise. 
Immediately afterwards the estate of five acres was sold by auction for 
£14,500. The lord thereupon applied to the Land Commissioners to remit 
the award of the umpire to be reconsidered, on the ground that it was 
“imperfect or erroneous.’’ The commissioners remitted the valuation, but 
the umpire declined to reconsider it, and the commissioners then gave 
notice that they would proceed to inquire into the matter and assess the 
valuation themselves. The tenant applied to the Divisional Court for a 
prohibition to restrain them from doing so, which was granted on the 
ground that the commissioners were bound by the decision of the umpire 
unless it should be erroneous in principle. By section 11 of the a 
Act, 1887, ‘‘if it shall appear to the commissioners that the valuation 
is imperfect or erroneous, they may remit it for reconsideration or correc- 
tion, and if the valuers neglect or refuse to amend the same the commis- 
sioners may, after due notice to the lord and to the tenant, and after fully 
considering all the circumstances brought before them, determine the 
value of the manorial and other rights and incidents at such a sum as they 
may deem just and reasonable.’’ 


Tue Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dis- 
charged the prohibition and reversed the decision of the Queen’s Bench 
Division. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that he could see nothing in the sec- 
tion to limit the meaning of the word “‘ erroneous” to “erroneous in 
principle.” The whole of the Copyhold Acts, of which the Act of 1887 
was the last, shewed that the final decision and award was in the commis- 
sioners. The valuers were only asseesors to them, and were not arbitra- 
tors at all. Section 11 oP to be absolutely clear, and to give them 
power in such a case as this to set aside the finding of the valuers, and to 
assess the value for themselves. Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counset, Sir R. EH. Webster, A.G.; Meadows White, Q.C., and Tyrrell 
Paine; B. Bray; Finlay, Q.C., and H. F. Dickens. Soxicrrons, White, 
Borrett, § Co. ; Blair ¢ Girling. 


HANCOCK v. SMITH—No. 2, 3rd May. 
APPROPRIATION OF PayMents—RvuE 1x Orayron’s Oase—Trust Moneys, 


This was an appeal from a dccision of North, J. (ante, p. 235, 37 W. R. 
459). A question arose with regard to the application of the rule in Clayton's 
case (1 Mer. 572) as to the appropriation of payments in the case of trust 
moneys. The defendant was a stockbroker, and he kept an account at a 
bank into which he paid only moneys received by him from clients, 
and he a the account only for the purpose of making ments 
to or on be of his clients. On the morning of the 15th of ¢ October 
the balance to the credit of the defendant’s account was £667 14s. 8d. 
During that day the defendant paid into the account £409 15s. which he 
had received for a client named Shaw. He paid in no ether sum 
during that day, but he drew out £554 16s. 2d., leaving at the end of the 
day a balance of £522 13s. 6d. On the 30th of October the defendant 
drew out £340 on Shaw’s behalf, He had peg drawn out £9 15s. on 
Shaw’s behalf, so that there remained £60 due from the defendant to 
Shaw. Between the 15th and the 30th of October the defendant had paid 
into the account sums amounting to £1,073 18s. 9d. and had drawn out 
sums amounting to £1,187 2s. 1d. On the 5th of November the balance 
standing to the credit of the account was £301 0s. 3d., and on that day 
the plaintiff, who was a judgment creditor of the defendant for £650, 
obtained a garnishee order nisi, attaching the balance standing to the 
credit of the defendant’s banking account to answer his debt. On the 13th 
of November the defendant gave notice of motion to discharge the 
garnishee order, and he made an affidavit stating that the £301 0s. 3d. 
was made up of £221 3s. received by him for Mrs. Jones, £60 received for 
Shaw, £14 12s. 6d. received for Miss Palmer, £3 8s. 6d. received for 
Miss Abrey, and £1 15s. received by him for transfer fees. Those 

rsons had notice to attend and shew cause why the balance at the 
bank should not be to the plaintiff. North, J., disallowed the claims 
of Shaw and Miss Palmer (who stood ina = similar to that of 
Shaw). His lordship, on the authority of Re Hallett (28 W. 2. 321, 732, 
13 Ch. D. 696), held that the rule in Clayton’s onus as between 
cestuis que trustent, and that Shaw’s money and Miss Palmer’s had been 
paid away, and he refused to discharge the garnishee order. The appeal 
was by Shaw. 

Tun Court (Lord Hatssury, O., and Oorron and Fry, L.JJ.) re- 
versed the decision. Lord Hatsnury, O., said that as between cestuis que 
trustent the rule in Clayton’s case might be applied. But here the whole 
fund was trust money, and there was no competition as between the 
cestuis que trustent themselves. A judgment creditor could obtain a gar- 
nishee order only against money which the debtor was entitled to dispose of 
for his own p . Here the money was not the debtor’s money, and 
he had no right to deal with it as his own. The garnishee order could 
not, therefore, be sustained. His lordship’s only doubt was whether the 
court could give the appellant what he claimed. But on the evidence 
he was satisfied that the court would be doing no injustice by giving 
the appellant what he asked for. The garnishee order must be dis- 
charged, and the balance paid to the claimant. Oorroy, L.J., said 
that a creditor could obtain a garnishee order only against money of the 
debtor. In the present case it was clear that the money in the bank was 
not the debtor’s own. The rule in Clayton’s case would apply as between 
ceastuis que trustent if there was not enough to pay them all, but in the 

resent case there wasno conflict between cestuss que trustent, andthe rule 
did not apply. Fray, L.J., concurred.—Counser, W. H. Townsend and 
B. Fossett Lock ; R. F. Norton, Soscrrors, G. Presswell ; R. Chapmam. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE 168rd STARR-BOWKETT BUILDING SOCIETY’S OONTRACT.— 
Chitty, J., 2nd May. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Oonprtions or Sate—Ricut To Rescrnv. 


In this case the question was as to the power of a vendor to annul his 
contract under a p ner -— sal of sale, that in case the purchaser should, 
within a specified number of days after delivery of the abstract of title, 
make any objection to or requisition on the title which the vendors should 
be unable or unwilling to remove or comply with, the vendors should be 
at liberty at any time thereafter, notwithstanding any attempt to remove 
or comply with such objection or requisition, by notice in writing, to 
annul the contract, and to return to the purchaser his deposit money 
without interest, costs, or compensation. The abstract of title was duly 
delivered, and the purchaser sent in a number of requisitions. The 
vendors’ solicitors replied by a notice rescinding the contract, alleging as 
a reason that the vendors were un to oy with the requisitions. 
They at the same time sent a cheque for the eposit, The purchaser’s 
solicitors forthwith returned the notice and cheque, and requested an 
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immediate reply tothe requisitions. The vendors’ solicitors thereupon 
stated that their clients’ reason for annulling the contract was to avoid 
delay and expense, as they were unable to comply with some of the 
requisitions. The purchaser's solicitors then asked the vendors’ solicitors 
to send the best answers they could, in order that the purchaser might 
consider whether the requisitions might not be waived. The vendors’ 
eolicitors wrote in answer that the vendors had passed a resolution 
annulling the contract. The purchaser then took out a sum- 
mons for a declaration that the contract was still subsisting. The 


purchaser adopted the arguments in Dames and Wood (33 W. R. 685, ; 


29 Ch. D. 626), contending that even if the vendors were not bound 
to give reasons when giving notice of rescission, yet reasonable ground 
must exist, and that, when challenged, the vendors were bound to shew 
that they were not acting arbitrarily or out ofcaprice. They relied on the 
expressions of Cotton, L.J., in the case cited, and also upon the case of 
Duddell v. Simpson (15 W. R. 115, L. R. 2 Ch. 102). 

Curry, J., said that it had been argued that, if the condition were con- 
strued literally, it was no more and no less than a trap for intending pur- 
chasers. That argument might be met by the observation that where the 
vendor stated plainly in his conditions of sale on what terms he proposed 
to sell, it was for the purchaser to consider whether or not he would enter 
into the contract on the terms proposed, and that under such circumstances 
it was not for the court to interpose. The present rule of the court was 
not to make new contracts, or to do indirectly and under the guise of 
putting a construction on a contract that which the court could not do 
directly. There was also another observation which might be made with 
reference to such conditions of sale—namely, that men did actually deal 
with one another on a footing of credit and trust. It also should be borne 
in mind that vendors were put to great expense and cost in preparing to 
sell, and therefore had a pecuniary interest in carrying the sale to 
completion ; and that, generally speaking, it was not likely that vendors 
should, as it were, fine themselves by rescinding their contracts without 
good reason. With respect to conditions of the present kind there were 
two points authoritatively decided—first, that when the condition was 
that ‘‘ if the purchaser should insist’’ on a requisition the vendor might 
annul the contract, then ifthe purchaser, having made the requisition and 
received an answer he considered unsatisfactory, continued to press the requi- 
sition, the right on the part of the vendor to rescind arose at once, and there 
was no further locus pwnitentie allowed to the purchaser. In other words, as 
£00n as insistence on a requisition is shewn on the part of the purchaser the 
right of the vendor arises under the condition of sale to rescind the contract. 
He was for the moment dealing with a case where the condition was if the 
purchaser shall ‘‘insist’’ on the requisition being complied with. The 
ground on which the court in such a case declined to admit the argument 
that there was a further locus pwnitentie to the purchaser was, as was 
stated by Turner, L.J., in Duddell v. Simpson, that to give such a locus 
penitentic would be to add a new term tothe contract. That point being 
established beyond doubt, it would also appear that, when the terms of 
the condition were ‘‘ if the purchaser shall ‘make’ any such objection or 
requisition,’’ &c., the right to rescind by parity of reasoning arose imme- 
diately on such requisition or objection being made. The second point 
clearly established by the authoritics was that on such a condition the 
vendor was not bound to state bis reasons for refusal to comply or answer. 
That was decided by all the judges of the Court of Appeal in Re Glenton 
§ Haden (53 IL. T. 434). He now came to the true meaning of the term 
“unwilling” in such a condition. It might have been held that the term 
was to be taken according to its grammatical import, and it was for the 
purchaser to consider on entering into the contract whether he would or 
not expose himeelf to the risk of having his contract terminated, if the vendor 
were unwilling to comply with the requisition made. The term “‘unwilliag’’ 
itself referred to the state of mind of the vendor. Primd facie the vendor 
would, according to the literal meaning of the term, only have to simply 
decline to answer, and no other person was to be the judge of the 
reasonableness of his refusal. However, in the case of Re Dames and Wood, 
where the condition wasin substance the same as that in the present case, 
there were expressions in the judgment of Cotton, L.J., to the effect that 
the result of the authorities was that a vendor could not avail himself of 
such a condition arbitrarily or without shewing some reasonable ground for 
his unwillingness to answer the requisition. The opinion thus given was, 
it was true, a mere dictum, in the sense that it was not a ground for the 
decision actually arrived at in the particular case. Fry, L.J., in the same 
case, pointed out the exact scope of the decision, and the questions which 
were left .y including the point on which he (Chitty, J.) had already 
expressed his view—namely, as to whether the right to rescind arose 
simply because the purchaser had taken the objection, and also the 
question whether the burden of proving that the power was exercised 
on reasonable grounds rested on the vendor who exercised it 
or on the purchaser impeaching its exercise. There was, there- 
fore, no decision in Dames and Wood as to what the term 
‘unwilling’? meant, but there were dicta shewing a tendency to 
hold that the term “unwilling” was not to be taken in its literal gram- 
matical sense. But the learned judges said that the reason on which the 
vendor acted need not be communicated. There must be some limitation, 
therefore, to be put upon the term “ unwilling,’’ or something must be 
added to the term. He took it to be established that although the con- 
tract was in terms that the vendor might rescind if unwilling to comply 
with the requisition, still if it could be shewn that the vendor was acting 
capriciously the power was not well exercised. But the Court of Appeal 

ad said that the vendor was not bound to submit his reasons to the 
purchaser, and that if he had a reason, although he did not state it, that 
was sufficient. In the present case the vendor had stated that he had 
rescinded to save expense, and the resolution subsequently passed went 
still further, for it expressed an inability to comply. ‘The bona fides of the 





resolution was not questioned. Could he, under such circumstances, hold 
that the condition was being improperly enforced, and that the power 
reserved by the condition of the vendor of rescinding was being exer- 
cised unreasonably or capriciously? He had mentioned that Fry, 
LJ., had left it open upon whom the burden of proof of reason- 
ableness or unreasonableness would rest. In the present case it 
was unnecessary to decide that point. It, however, might be said 
that, generally speaking, where there was a power alleged to have been 
exerciced mald fide or in any way improperly, the burden of proving what 
was imputed was with the person making the imputation. Assuming, 
however, that, in the precent case, the burden of proof rested with the 
vendors, he was even of opinion that they had discharged it. The vendors 
had not acted capriciously. They, acting in the interests of a trust estate, 
thought it preferable to put an end to the contract. The value of the 
property was small, and the expenses possibly to be incurred might prove 
to be large. As it was, by putting an end to the contract, although, no 
deubt, it could be said that the intending purchaser had been put to 
expense, yet it could be said with equal truth that the vendors, too, had 
also incurred expense and suffered loss. He held that the power had 
been well exercised and the contract annulled by the notice given, and 
accordingly dismissed the summons, with costs.—CounseL, Byrne, QC., 
and George Millar ; Romer, Q C., and George Henderson. Soxicitors, Birt § 
Follett ; Burgoyne- Watts § Co. 


Re FITZGERALD—North, J., 4th May. 
Witt—Consrrvuction—‘' Next or Kin 1n Bioop.’’ 


The question in this case was, whether the widow of a settlor was en- 

titled to share under the ultimate trust declared by a post-nuptial settle- 
ment. In the events which had happened the ultimate trust declared after 
the death of the settlor and his wife was ‘‘ for the next of kin in blood of”’ 
the settlor ‘‘ according to the statutes for the distribution of intestates’ 
effects, and in the manner in which the same would be distributable if he 
had died possessed thereof intestate.’? On behalf of the widow it was 
urged that the words which followed the phrase ‘‘ next of kin in blood,’’ and 
especially the last clause, ‘‘in the manner in which the same would be 
distributable if he had died possessed thereof intestate,’’ had the effect of 
enlarging the first words, and of letting in the widow as one of the next 
of kin. 
Nortn, J., held that the widow could not take. Though she was not 
one of the ‘‘ next of kin in blood,’”’ of course there might be something in 
the will to shew that those words were intended to have a larger meaning. 
It was admitted that, if the clause had stopped at ‘‘ effects,” the widow 
could not have taken, but the final explanatory clause was relied on. No 
doubt, if the settlor had died intestate, the widow would, under the 
statute, have taken a share of his effects, but his lordship could not take 
those additional words as enlarging the meaning of the words ‘‘next of 
kin in blood” so as to let in a person who was not one of the next of kin 
in blood. He thought the result would have been the same if the words 
had been simply ‘‘next of kia,” but the addition of the words “in 
blood’? helped the construction. —Counsri, Sturges; Marcy; B. B. 
Rogers. Soxicrrors, Wordsworth, Blake, ¢ Co. ; Sismey § Sismey ; Miller, 
Smith, § Bell. 


Re CHARIK, ABRAHAMS v, CHARIG—North, J., 2nd May. 
Executrorn—Assrent To LEGAcy. 


The question in this case was, whether an executor must be taken to 
have assented to a legacy. The testator, by his will, bequeathed some 
pecuniary legacies, and he bequeathed a leasehold house to his niece 
Caroline, subject to the payment of the rent thereof to his wife for her life 
and the payment of two legacies of £100 and £25 out of the rent. After 
the death of the widow the executor paid part of the rent of the house to 
the niece, she undertaking to pay the two legacies, and he afterwards, at 
her request, applied the remainder of the rent in paying the legacy of £25. 
At this time an action had been brought against the executor by one of the 
residuary legatees, and in that action an account had been directed of the 
personal estate of the testator not specifically bequeathed. By the present 
summons the niece claimed a declaration that she was entitled to the 
house free from liability to costs incurred by the executor, on the ground 
that he had assented to the bequest to her. 

Nort, J., held that the executor could not be taken to have assented 
to the bequest.—CounseL, Seward Brice, Q.C., and Rosenthal; Stokes. 
Soricirors, Saul Solomon ; Webb § Sons. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BARKER v. HEMPSTEAD—2nd May. 


Costs—ActTion ON CoNTRACT FOR LESS THAN £50—APpPLICATION UNDER 
Orver 14 WITHIN TWENTY-ONE DAYS OF SERVICE OF WrIT—JUDGMENT 
ror Sum Exceepinc £20, Leave to Derenp as 10 RestpuE—TaAxatIon 
or Costs SURSEQUENT TO JUDGMENT UNDER OrpER 14—Scate—County 
Courts Act, 1888, s. 116. 


This was an appeal from an order made by Mathew, J., at chambers, 
directing a review of a taxation of costs. The action was founded on 
contract, and was brought in the High Court, the indorsement on the 
writ claiming £47. Section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict. c. 43) enacts as follows: “‘ With respect to any action brought in 
the High Court which could have been commenced in a county court, the 
following provisions shall apply: (1) If in an action founded on contract 
the plaintiff ehall recover a sum less then twenty pounds, he shall not be 
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entitled to any costs of the action, and if he shall recover a sum of twen 
pounds or upwards, but less than fifty pounds, he shall not be entitled to 
any more costs than he would have been entitled to if the action had been 
brought in a county court. .. Provided that, if in any action 
founded on contract the plaintiff shall, within twenty-one days after the 
service of the writ, or within such further time as may be ordered by the 
High Court or a judge thereof, obtain an order under order 14 of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court empowering him to enter judgment for a 
sum of twenty pounds or upwards, he shall be entitled to costs according 
to the scale for the time being in use in the Supreme Court.’’ The plain- 
tiff, within twenty-one days of the service of the writ, applied under order 
14, and obtained judgment for £45, leave being given to the defendant to 
defend as to the balance of £2. As to this balance, the official referee, to 
whom the question was referred, found in favour of the plaintiff. On the 

laintiff bringing in his costs for taxation, the master was of opinion that 
fe was entitled to have all his costs taxed on the High Court scale, and 
so ordered. On appeal Mathew, J., varied the master’s order, and directed 
that only the costs up to the judgment under order 14 should be allowed 
on the High Court scale, and that the subsequent costs should be on the 
county court scale. The plaintiff appealed to the Divisional Court. 

Tux Covrt (Frexp and Cave, JJ.) ailowed the appeal. It was open to 
a plaintiff to bring an action for a small debt either in the High Court 
or in the county court. If, however, he chose to go into the more ex- 
pensive court without good reason, the Legislature thought he ought to 
be treated as acting vexatiously, and provided that, if he recovered less 
than £20 he should not have any costs, and if over £20, but under £50, 
then only costs on the county court scale. But inasmuch as there was no 
procedure in the county court for obtaining summary judgment, similar to 
the procedure under order 14 in the High Court, the Legislature had, by 
section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, enacted that a plaintiff who 
obtained a judgment under order 14 for £20 or upwards should not be 
treated as acting vexatiously, but should be allowed costs on the High 
Court scale. The plaintiff had complied with all the provisions of that 
section, and he was entitled to be allowed his costs on the High Court 
scale—that is, his costs of the action, not merely those incurred up to the 
judgment under order 14.—Cowunszx, Sii/s ; Rose Innes. Soxicirors, Tyas 
§ Huntington ; Lewis § Churchman, 





Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re A SOLICITOR—Q. B. Div., 7th May. 


CoNVICTION FOR EMBEZZLEMENT AFTER ORDER FOR SusPENSION—REFUSAL TO 
STRIKE SOLICITOR OFF THE RoLLs. 


This was an application on the part of the Incorporated Law Society to 
strike a solicitor off the rol!s, on the ground that he had been convicted of 
felony involving dishonesty—that is to say, the offence of embezzlement. 
He had been employed by a firm of solicitors as clerk, and had confessed 
applying to his own purposes various sums received for them to the amount 
of £175. He had been already charged with an offence, a breach of his 
duty as a solicitor to his employers in not accounting for the money to 
them. The case had come before Lord Coleridge and Mr. Justice Manisty, 
and as he then undertook to set apart a portion of his salary to repay the 
debt he was sentenced only to suepension for eighteen months. It was not 
then known whether or not he would be prosecuted criminally for 
embezzlement, though, in fact, such a prosecution had been com- 
menced. But since then he had been indicted for the same offence as 
embezzlement, and the Incorporated Law Society now applied that he should 
be struck off the roll in accordance, as they submitted, with an 
invariable rule. It was admitted on the part of the solicitor that a con- 
viction for a criminal offence was a disqualification for practice as a 
solicitor. The criminal prosecution, it was stated, had, in fact, been insti- 
tuted by the employers of the solicitor before the application to this Court, 
and had resulted in a conviction. This of itself, it was admitted, was a 
cause for striking him off the roll—that where it was the first and only 
application in the matter, a solicitor, who had been convicted of a 
criminal offence should be struck off the roll; but it was submitted that 
here, as the suspension was upon certain terms, which had been carried 
out, the solicitor ought not to be twice punished for the same offence. 
Counsel, on the part of the Incorporated Law Society, submitted that it 
was a rule, which had subsisted for a great number of years, that a 
solicitor convicted of a criminal offence should be struck off the roll ; and 
they submitted this as a matter of principle, on which they felt very 
strongly, that a person convicted of felony ought not to be 
upon the roll. It was not a question of punishment; it was 
a@ question of the protection of honourable practitioners from 
such a discredit. That was the ground on which it was put a century 
ago by Lord Mansfield (Re Lrownsell, Cowp., 829). In that case all 
the judges were consulted, and were unanimously of opinion that a 
person convicted of felony (though only for appropriating a single 
sovereign) was not a fit person to be on the roll of attorneys. ‘That prin- 
ciple had been adhered to ever since. The solicitor, no doubt, had been 
willing to set apart a portion of his income; but his employers, as they 
were prosecuting him, of course declined to accept it. The question, 
however, was not one of reparation or satisfaction, any more than it was 
one of punishment. It was a question simply whether a person con- 
victed of felony was fit to be upon the roll. In no instance had it ever 
been allowed. The Law Society felt strongly upon it for that reason, as 
necessary to protect the public and preserve the honour and character of the 
= and because in any other honourable profession it would not 

allowed. [Pottock, B.—We had the facts before us on the former 





occasion.] Not the conviction for felony; the mere misappropriation of 
the money, not necessarily felonious. [Manisry, J.—We knew all the 
facts.| No; not the felony, which the jury found. The conviction for 
felony has quite altered the character of the case. It might have been 
that the party was not convicted of the felony. The mere misappropria- 
tion was not necessarily felonious. But here he has been convicted of 
felony, and his name ought to be removed from the roll. Counsel for 
the solicitor urged that a party ought not to be punished twice for the 
same offence. He had already been punished for his offence as a solicitor, 
He was then sentenced for the offence as a criminal offence. Now it was 
proposed to punish him further by striking bis name from the roll. 

Tue Court came, however, to the conclusion that the solicitor should 
not be struck off the roll. Potxock, B., said it was certainly a very grave 
and serious question, affecting on the one side the individual concerned, 
and on the other side the honour and character of the profession, The 
Incorporated Law Society insisted that it was an absolute rule that solici- 
tors convicted of felony should be struck off the roll. But he did not con- 
sider that there was any such absolute rule preventing the court from 
exercising their discretion. No doubt the question of punishment was 
only one question for consideration. The mere conviction for felony was 
not sufficient to bind the court to strike the solicitor off the roll, nor to 
exclude the exercise of their discretion. The court, on the former occa- 
sion, had exercised their discretion under all the circumstances then 
brought before them, one of which was the possibility of a criminal 
prosecution, and the punishment imposed was only one of suspension. 
Since then the party had been convicted and sentenced to imprisonment. 
The facts were now the same, except that the solicitor had been convicted 
of felony, and it would not be logical to inflict any furtter punishment. 
Manisty, J., said he was of the same opinion, and having been before of 
opinion that it was not a case for striking tke solicitor off the roll, he was 
ot the same opinion still. On the former occasion the solicitor had 
admitted the offence, and the facts now were in substance the same as 
before. The solicitor had been convicted of embezzlement—no doubt of a 
considerable sum—but it was just the same case now, and the punishment 
ought not to be increased. It would be contrary to all principle that the 
court should now pass a severer sentence than before. And, in effect, the 
court was now asked to alter its former decision. The application must, 
therefore, be refused ; though they could not give the solicitor his costs, 
as, po doubt, the application was Jond fide—Counsei, Hollams; Bigham, 
Q.C., and Bernard Coleridge.— Times. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 8th 
inet., Mr. G. Burrow Gregory in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. J. H. Kays, R. Pennington, R. Pidcock (Woolwich), Henry 
Roscoe, J. Anderson Rose, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £335 was distributed in grants of relief, forty 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 11.—Mr. Marcus moved: ‘‘That the present Government have 
forfeited all claim to the confidence of the country.” The following 
spoke:—For the motion, Mr. Aiyangar. Against, Messrs. Strickland, 
Conner, and McMillan. The debate was adjourned till the 15th of April. 

March 18.—Mr. Rawlinson moved: ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (W.N., 1888, p. 48; 1889, p. 3) 
was wrong in law and detrimental to business morality.”” The following 
spoke :—l or the motion, Messrs. Lazarus and Common. Against, Messrs. 
Chapple, Preston, Strickland, and Edmonds. The debate was adjourned. 

March 25.—Mr. H. J. Bull moved: ‘‘That the proceedings now being 
taken against the Bishop of Lincoln are a disgrace to those instituting 
them, and are calculated to do grave injury to the Church.” Mr. Common 
opposed. For the motion, Messrs. Aiyangar, Gilbert, Marcus, and Kains- 
Jackson, Against, Messrs. Le Maistre, Greenhalgh, Miller, and Lee- 
: ash. Mr. Bull having replied, the motion was carried by a majority of 
our votes. 

April 1.—Mr. Laurence Gane, Q.C., M.P., was elect2d a vice-president 
of the society. A motion was then passed authorizing the secre to 
receive the names of members willing to join in a scheme that had 
arranged with Messrs. Stevens & Sons’ Law Lending Library. ; 

April 8.—A joint debate was held with the Law Students’ Debating 
Society. Subject—‘‘ That Im Federation is essential to the stability 
of the Empire.” A report of this debate has already appeared. 

April 15.—The adjourned debate of the 11th March was resumed by Dr. 
Bateman Napier. The following spoke :—For the motion—Mr. Hartley ; 
against—Messrs. Common, Le re, Jeffreys, and Preston. ; 
Marcus having replied on the whole question, the motion was put to the 
house and lost by a majority of four votes. 3 

April 29.—The greater part of the evening was devoted to private busi- 
ness. After this had been disposed of Mr. Yates formally moved: “‘ That 
this society protests against the recent attacks upon Sir Richard Webster, 
avd records its high appreciation of the ability, integrity, and dignity 
which distinguish his career as head of the legal profession.”” Owing to the 
lateness of the hour the motion was put to the house without any discus- 
sion, and carried, with two dissentients. A copy of the resolution has 
been sent to Sir Richard Webster, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatinc Socrrty.—May 7—Mr. Todd in the chair. 
The debate.--‘‘ That the case of Jsitt v. The Railway Passengers’ Assurance 
Co. (22 Q B. D. 504) was wrongly decided’’—was opened by Mr. C. 
Curtis. Ile was supported by Mr. Watson, and opposed by Messrs. 
Windsor, Blagden, and Hart. Mr. Curtis replied, and on the motion 
being put to the society it was carried. 


Brraincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrety.—A meeting of this society was 
held in the Law Library, Wellington-passage, on Tuesday, the 30th of 
April, Mr. H. M. Barrows being in the chair. Mr. T. W. Walthall 
moved a resolution to which the chairman moved an amendment, and 
which after some discussion was ultimately passed as amended: ‘‘ That 
this society regrets the publication of a notice by the Land Registry 
Office containing the statement :—The vendor will hardly ever require a 
solicitor, and most purchasers of average business capacity will be able to 
do their own work also,’’ and urges upon all members the necessity of 
strenuously opposing any measures which shall be unjust to the profession.” 
The meeting then proceeded to discuss the following point:—‘‘ A noble 
earl instructs a commission agent to put £100 on a horse named ‘The 
Baron,’ for a race called ‘The Lincoln Handicap.’ The commission 
agent puts the £100 which he receives from his lordship on another horse 
—namely, ‘Wise Man.’ ‘Wise Man’ wins the race, and the commis- 
sion agent is duly paid. Can the earl recover from the agent the money 
won?” Mr.G. A. Bettinson opened on the affirmative, and was sup- 
ported by Mesers. H. E. Wright, T. W. Walthall, C. Lakin Smith, and 
W.H. King. Mr. H. Cant led on the negative, and was followed by 
Messrs. C. E. Innes, G. A. Barton, J. H. Gilmer, and A. H. Adcock. On 
a vote being taken, the affirmative secured a majority of one. 





PENDING LEGISLATION. 
SOLICITORS AS MAGISTRATES, 


A Bill to enable Practising Solicitors of the High Court of Justice 
to act as Justices in the county where they practise. 

Whereas it is expedient to amend the law which declares attorneys, 
solicitors, and proctors in practice to be incapable of becoming or being 
justices of the peace for counties in which they practise and carry on 
the profession or business of an attorney, solicitor, or proctor : 

Be it therefore enacted, &c. : 

1. Repeal of the disqualification of attorneys, solicitors, and proctors from 
being justices of the peace for counties | From and after the passing of this 
Act, section 1 of the Act of the session holden in the thirty-fourth year 
of Her Majesty, chapter cighteen, is hereby repealed, and any attorney, 
solicitor, or proctor shall be capable of becoming or being a justice of the 
peace for any county in England or Wales although he shall practise and 
carry on the profession or business of an attorney, solicitor, or proctor in 
such county. 

2. Interpretation of ‘‘ county.’’] For the purpose of this Act a person 
shall be deemed to practise and carry on his profession or business in the 
county in which he maintains an office or place of business ; and the word 
** county ’’ shall mean and include a county of a city or town and a 
riding or division of a county having a separate commission of the 


ACE. 

3. Not to affect coroners | Nothing in this Act contained shall affect 
coroners. 

4. Short title.] This Act may be cited as the Solicitors (Justices of the 
Peace) Act, 1889. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Henny Bret Ince, Q.C., died suddenly at his chambers in Old- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn, on the 7th inst. in his fifty-ninth year. Mr. Ince 
was the eldest son of Mr. Edward Bret Ince, of Hampstead, and was born 
in 1830. He was in early life a Parliamentary reporter. He was called to 
the barat the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1852, but he subsequently 
migrated to Lincoln’s-inn. He gradually acquired a good junior business 
in the Court of Chancery, and he was for several years equity editor of the 
Jurist. In 1875 he received a silk gown from Lord Cairns. He was for 
several years a leader in the Rolis Court, and before Mr. Justice Chitty, 
but more recently he had practised in Mr. Justice Kay’s court. Mr. Ince 
was M.P. for Hastings in the Liberal interest from 1883 till 1885, when he 
was returned for the Eastern Division of Islington. He supported Mr. 
Gladstone’s Home Rule Bill, and at the General Election of 1886 he was 
defeated by Mr. Cowley Lambert. Mr. Ince was a bencher of Linzoln’s- 
inn. He was married in 1862 to the daughter of Mr. Charles James Mug- 

ridge, of Twickenham. On taking his seat in court on the morning of 
he 8th inst. Mr. Justice Kay said: ‘I am too much shaken and grieved 
at the intelligence which has reached me to give expression to my feelings. 
All the cases in which Mr. Ince was engaged will of course stand over.” 

Mr. Joun Bensamin Ler, solicitor (of the firm of Lee, Bolton, & Lee), 
of 1, TheSanctuary, Westminster, and 5, Deans-court, Doctors’-commons, 
died on the 10th ult., in his seventy-ninth year, Mr. Lee was born in 

















1810. He was admitted a solicitor in 1834. He was at the time of hig 
death in partnership with Mr. Thomas Bolton, and with his sons Mesars, 
Harry Wilmot Lee and Frederick Hugh Lee. Mr. H. W. Lee is registrar 
of the Charterhouse, high bailiff of the City of Westminster, and retu 
officer for the boroughs of the Strand and St. George’s, Hanover-square, 
The deceased was chapter clerk and registrar and steward of the courts of 
St. Paul’s Cathedral, and London secretary to the Bishop of Bath and 
Wells, and he was associated with Mr. H. W. Lee in the offices of 
registrar of the Diocese of London, and of secretary to the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, aad to the Bishops of London, Winchester, Durham, Carlisle, 
Ely, Hereford, Norwich, Worcester, and Ripon. The Times says, ‘‘ Mr, 
Lee has been concerned in almost every act of an ecclesiastical character 
during the last half century, and the fact of his holding his position 
under two successive primates and three successive Bishops of London 
during the years of the Church’s most active expansion has made his name 
familiar, not in England only, but in connection with colonial dioceses 
and missionary bishoprics in every quarter of the world. His striking, and 
of late years venerable, figure has been familiar on every public occasion, 
while he has exercised for many years an influence quite without parallel 
in the business and administration of the Church. The late Archbishop 
Tait, when appointed to the see of London in 1856, was quick to recog. 
nize Mr. Lee’s administrative powers, and to make use of his aid in all the 
organizations he set on foot in the metropolis. On his elevation to the 
primacy he retained the services of Mr. Lee, and the official link was 
cemented by a personal friendship which existed till the archbishop’s 
death in 1882.” 


Mr. Wituram Grirritu, solicitor, of Dolgelly and Barmouth, died on the 
4th ult. in his 80th year. Mr. Griffith was born in 1809. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834, and he had for many years conducted a large 
practice at Dolgelly and at Barmouth. His sons, Mr. William Newling 
Griffith, who was admitted a solicitor in 1879, and Mr. Robert John 
Griffith, who was admitted in 1875, were associated in partnership with 
him. Mr. Griffith was a Perpetual Commissioner for Merionethshire. He 
was Registrar of the Dolgelly County Court (Circuit No. 28) and Under- 
Sheriff of Merionethshire. 


Mr. Tuomas Tanpy, solicitor (of the firm of Hyde, Tandy, & Mahon), of 
33, Ely-place, died on the 20th ult. from bronchitis. Mr. Tandy was 
born at Sherrington, Buckinghamshire, in 1828. He was educated at 
Christ’s Hospital. He was articled tothe late Mr. Hyde, of Ely-place, 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1854, and he shortly afterwards became a 
member of the firm of Hyde & Tandy. He was at the time of his death 
associated in partnership with Mr. William Henry Cortlandt Mahon, Mr. 
Tandy was buried at Sherrington on the 25th ult. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Haven Corser, barrister, has been appointed a Stipendiary Magis- 
trate for the Metropolis in succession to Mr. Thomas Irwin Barstow, 
resigned. Mr. Corser is the only son of Mr. Charles Corser, solicitor, of 
Wolverhampton, and was born in 1845. He was educated at Christ 
Church, Oxford, where he graduated third class in Law and Modern History 
in 1869. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1870, and he has practised on the Oxford Circuit and at the Staffordshire, 
Wolverhampton, Lichfield, and Walsall Sessions. He has been for some 
tine recorder of the borough of Wenlock. 


Mr. Gitzert Georcre Kennepy, barrister, has been appointed a Stipen- 
diary Magistrate for the Metropolis, in succession to Mr. George Chance, 
resigned. Mr. Kennedy is the fourth son of Mr. John Kennedy, and was 
born in 1844. He was called to the bar at the Inner ‘Temple, in Easter 
Term, 1870, and he has practised on the Midland Circuit and at the Lin- 
colushire, Nottinghamshire, and Derbyshire Sessions. Mr. Kennedy has 
been recorder of the borough of Grantham since 1883, and he has been 
for several years a revising barzister. 


Mr. Ricuarp Dawes, solicitor, of 9, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of the county of London (Baron 
Alfred Charles de Rothschild) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Dawes is the son of the late Mr. Richard Dawes, 
solicitor. He was admitted in 1859. 


Mr. Wit.1am Ruston, solicitor (of the firm of Ruston, Clark, & Ruston), 
of 29, Essex-street, and of Brentford, Isleworth, Hounslow, Twickenham, 
and Ealing, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of the county of 
Middlesex (Colonel Edward John Stracey Clitherowe) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Ruston was admitted a solicitor 
in 1870. He is registrar of the Brentford County Court and clerk to the 
Twickenham and Ealing Local Boards. 


Mr. James Anstey WILD, jun., solicitor (of the firm of Wild, Barber, & 
Wild), of 10, Ironmonger-lane, has been elected Registrar of the City of 
London Court, in succession to the late Mr. Thomas Speechly. Mr. Wild 
is the son of Mr. James Anstey Wild, solicitor, and was admitted a 
solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. Witu1am Peep, solicitor and notary, of Cambridge, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire 
(Mr. Thomas Richards Harding) to be Under-Sheriff of those counties for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Peed is clerk to the Lieutenancy for Cambridge- 
shire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864. 


Mr. Wiruram Joun Srzwant, solicitor, of Darlington and Spennymoor, 
has been appointed Solicitor to the Darlington Model Building Society. 
Mr. Stewart was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 
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Mr. Harry Jewitt Jorpan, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & Jordan), 
has been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Stafford Division of Stafford- 
shire. Mr. Jordan was admitted a solicitor in 1886, 


Mr. Pater Detme Awnry, solicitor, of Chippenham, has been appointed 
by the High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Mr. John Edmund Philip Spicer) to be 
Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Awdry was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. AnrHony TEMPLR, solicitor (of the firm of Temple & Philpin), of 
Kington, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Herefordshire (Mr. 
Richard Green) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Temple was admitted a solicitor in 1858. He is registrar of the 
Kington County Court and clerk to the county magistrates and the Com- 
missioners of Taxes. 


Mr. Grorce Row tart, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Blunt, Rowlatt, & 
Winterton), of Leicester, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Leicestershire (Mr. James Percival Cross) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Rowlatt is deputy-clerk of the peace 
for Leiceetershire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 

Mr. Stoney Hype Turner, solicitor, of 69, Aldermanbury, E.C., and 


18, Provost-road, South Hampstead, has been appointed a Oommissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissoLurions. 
Wittram Drawsrince and Josnva Rowntree, solicitors (Drawbridge & 
Rowntree), Scarborough. May 1. The said William Drawbridge will 
from this date carry on the said business on his own account. 


Crawrorp Brown Locan, Herpert Henry Gipsons, and Bensamin 
Arxiz, the younger, solicitors (Logan, Gibbons, & Arkle), Liverpool. 
April 30. fo far as regards the said Crawford Brown Logan, who 
retires from the firm. [ Gazette, May 3. 


Cuaries Freperick Brown and Ricuarp WIt.1aM JELr, solicitors (0. F. 
Brown & Co.), Birmingham. Dec. 2. The said Charles Frederick Brown 
will continue to carry on business at 30, Waterloo-street, Birmingham. 
Mr. Richard William Jelf will practise on his own account at 100, Col- 
more-row. 


Hotcomse Incteny, ALFrep Joszpu Boak, and Epmunp Roypns, solicitors 
(Gosling, Ingleby, Boak, & Royds), 7, Suffolk-place, Pall-mall East, 
London, 8.W. March 28. As regards the said Alfred Joseph Boak. 


RicHarp Jongs and Ricuarp Buackett Jongs, solicitors (Richard Jones 
& Co.), 1, Lancaster-place, Strand, London. August 9, 1887. 
[ Gazette, May 7. 





GENERAL. 


The Albany Law Journal says that :—‘‘ The first section of a bill recently 
passed by the Nebraska Legislature reads: Section 1. It shall be unlawful 
for any person to fire off or discharge any pistol, revolver, shotgun, rifle or 
any firearms whatsoever on any public road or highway in any county of 
the State of Nebraska, or within sixty yards of such public road or high- 
way, except to destroy some wild, ferocious and dangerous beast, or an 
officer in the discharge of his duty.’’ 


On the 2nd inst. in the House of Commons Mr. Aird asked the Secre- 
tary of State for the Home Department whether he could now state 
when the Government proposed to bring forward the Employers’ 
Liability Bill. Mr. Matthews said, I am unable at present to name a day 
when it will be possible to bring forward the Employers’ Liability Bill ; 
but the earliest available opportunity will be taken. In reply to a 
further question by Mr. Ainslie, Mr. Matthews said, The Bill will be 
drawn on the Bilt of last year. 


On the 2nd inst. the Court of Common Council of London proceeded to 
the election of the registrar of the City of London Court, an office 
which has recently fallen vacant by the death of Mr. Thomas Speechly. 
The salary fixed was £1,000 a year. There were thirteen candidates, all 
solicitors of over ten years’ standing. The list was first reduced to three 
—viz., Mr. T. G. Vickery, Mr. James Anstey Wild, and Mr. H. H. 
Myers. On the final ballot the election fell on Mr. Wild, who, in re- 
turning thanks, mentioned that at the time of the vacancy he only knew 
four members of the court, out of 230, and that his election, as a 
stranger to them, disproved the allegation that the corporation were a 
close borough. 


At the London County Sessions on Thursday Francis Stevens pleaded 

ilty to an indictment charging him with stealing a coat belonging to 

. Roche. Mr. Warburton, who appeared to prosecute, explained that 
there had been several robberies of overcoats, umbrellas, &c , at the Law 
Institution, and on the 17th of — Oliver, the porter, noticed the 
prisoner, who had been a solicitor’s c 
again with an overcoat hanging over his arm, although he was already 
wearing one. He was stopped, and it was found that the overcoat 
belonged to Mr. Roche, of Claughton, Beulah-hill, a member of the 
society. Sir P. H. Edlin sentenced the prisoner to three months’ im- 
prisonment with hard labour for the offence and three months on another 
charge—six months in all. 

On Monday the Lord Chancellor moved the second reading of the 
Factors’ Bill, briefly explaining that the object of it was to correct an 
unforeseen result of a former alteration of the law which was neve 
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intended to be applied to factors, The alteration was that which con- 
verted certain commercial documents into bills of sale within the meaning 
of the Act of 1878. The effect of this change had been seriously to en- 
tangle the law on the subject, and had made it desirable that there should 
be an authoritative exposition of what the law really is. He had re- 
ceived some communications approving of the Bill and suggesting certain 
umendments from the Association of Writers to the Signet, and also from 
a number of country bankers. The Bill was read a second time, and, on 
the motion of the Lord Chancellor, it was referred to the Standing Com- 
mittee on Law. 


On Tuesday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Cozens-Hardy moved 
that the Select Committee on the Trust Funds Investment Bill do 
consist of seventeen members :—Mesers. Bartley, W. Beckett, Biddulph, 
Bristowe, Clancy, Sir E. Olarke, Mr. Oozens-Hardy, Sir H. Davey, 
Messrs. M. Healy, 8. Hoare, J. W. Lowther, F. Maclean, Montague, 
Oldroyd, Sir W. Plowden, Messrs. E. Stanhope and Tomlinson, with 
powers to send for persons, papers, and records; five to be a quorum. 
Sir G. Campbell asked whether the Government approved of the Com- 
mittee. Mr. W. H. Smith said that the usual practice had been followed. 
Communications had passed between the two sides of the Houss. The 
hon. member was responsible in the first place, but undoubtedly the 
Government and the Opposition had had the usual influence with regard 
to the nomination, and as far as he could see the committee was 
specially well qualified for discharging the duty. The motion was agreed 
to. 


The case mentioned by the Home Secretary in the IIouse of Commons, 
involving the point whether the tenant of a public-house closed by the 
refusal of the justices to grant the transfer of the licence can sell under 
permission given by the Inland Revenue authorities, came before the 
Chester magistrates on Saturday. Samuel Richards, tenant of the Clock 
Vaults, whose application for transfer the justices had refused on the 
ground that the house was not of sufficient value, was summoned for 
selling drink without a licence. Mr. E. H. Lloyd, barrister, who 
appeared for the defence, proved that a document to the following effect 
had been issued :—Re Clock Vaults. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
order that pending the appeal their officers will not interfere with the sale 
of beer by the tenant in the above houee.’’ Mr. Lloyd argued that 
by the Act of 1872 and the Act of George 1V. the tenant had the right to 
sell pending appeal. The chief constable argued that the provisions 
relied upon by Mr. Lloyd related to renewals, and not transfers. The 
magistrates fined Richards 20s. and costs. An appeal was granted. 


On Monday, in the House »f Commons, Mr. Coghill asked the Attorney: 
General whether he was aware of the great inconvenience that is caused 
by the practice prevailing in some counties of holding adjourned quarter 
sessions, and that at these adjourned quarter sessions there are frequently 
three or four times more prisoners to be tried than at the regular quarter 
sessions ; whether the practice of holding adjourned quarter sessions was 
a contravention of the Act of 11 Geo. 4 and 1 Will. 4, c. 70, 8. 35, 
which provides for the holding of quarter sessions four times a yeor; 
whether he would bring in a Bill this session to make the times of holding 
quarter sessions uniform in the different counties, to limit the number of 
such sessions to four in a year, and to enable the justices to fix the days 
for holding them at suitable dates immediately before the assizes are held ; 
and whetber, if the chairmen and deputy-chairmen of sessions and 
recorders of boroughs are to be called on to do the work which properly 
falls to the judges of the Queen’s Bench Divieion, he will provide for taeir 
receiving some remuueration for the additional work cast upon them. 
The Attorney-General said :—‘‘ The information conveyed to me does not 
support the statement in the question of the hon. and learned member, that 
the holding of adjourned quarter sessions has been found to be seriously 
inconvenient. I hav2 no doubt that the practice is legal and in accord- 
ance with the statutes. The matter is under the consideration of the 
Lord Chancellor, with a view to legislation for relieving the judges of 
assizes from trying quarter sessions prisoners without the necessity of 
increasing the number of quarter sessions, and I am in hopes that some 
legislation may be effected during the present session with that object. 
It would be beyond my province to deal with the question of remunera- 
tion referred to in the last paragraph of the hon. and learned member's 
question.” 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AUTOMATIC MACHINE SYNDICATE LiMITED.—By an order made by North, J., 
dated April 13, it was ordered that the syndicate be wound up. Westcott, 
8 d, solor for petners Sas 

Ph mo TRANEVAAL Gotp Mrstxq Co., LrwirEp.—Stirling. J.. has, by an order 
dated May 15, 1888, appointed Francis Joseph Saffery, 14, Old Jewry chbrs, 
to be official liquidator ees 

East Ripmnc Civp AND Racecourse Co., Luwiten.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented May 1, directed to be heard before Kay. J., on Saturday, May il. 
Corsellia and Mossop, Quality ct, Chancery lane, solors for petner 2 

LONDON RESTAURANTS. LIMITED.—Kay, J., has, by an order dated Feb. 26, 
appointed Edward Moore, 3, Crosby eq. and Alexander Gordon, 27, C heapside, 
abe official liquidators 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL HAtt Co., Lurren —North, J., has, by an order dated 
April 10, appointed Thomas Abercrombie Welton, 5, Moorgate st, to be official 
liquidator < 

ScoTtcn Wrisky D1strnters, LrMireD.—Chitty. J.. has fixed Tuesday, May 14, 
at 12.90 at his chambers. for appointment of official liquidator 

SourH WALES SMELTING Co., LiMITED.—Chitty. J., bas tixed Monday, May 13, at 
11, at bis chambers, for appointment of official liquidator : 

Stamp Co., Lruirep.—North, J., has fixed May 15, at 12, at his chambers, 
for appointment of official liquidator 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


IrntsH EXHIBITION IN LONDON.—Stirling, J.. has, by an_order dated Feb, 4° 
appointed Frederic George Painter, 2, Moorgate st bldgs, to be official 


liquidator 
' London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 7. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Scnorr Brornrrs. LIMIteED.—Petn for winding up, presented May 4, directed to 
be heard before Kay, J.,on May 18. Williamson & Co., Sherborne lane, agents 
for England, Halifax, solor for petner 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

“EpDERSIDE” SHIPOWNING Co., LruITED.—By an order made by Fox-Bristowe, 
V.C., dated April 30, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Sandys, 
Liverpool, solor for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


CASTLE COMBE CO-OPERATIVE INDUSTRIAL SocrEty, Castle Combe. Wilts. May 4 
WEsT = St. JAMES’s MuTUAL BENEFIT SociktTy, Fountain Tap, New st, Golden 
8q. ay 4 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, April 23. 


ASHWORTH, MITES, Stacksteads, in Rossendale, Lancs, Woollen Manufacturer. 
May 20. Roberts, Rochdale 
BATES, CHARLES, Bolton by Bowland, Yorks, Gent. May 15. Robinson & Sons, 


itheroe 

CAMPBELL, EMILy PEMBROKE, St Andrew, Jamaica. June 1. Cookson & Co, 
incoln’s inn fields 

DARKE, HANNAH, Lancaster. May 31. Swainson & Co, Lancaster 


cae ~ soem, Eagle House, Clapham ccmmon, June1. Bannister, Basing- 
a 


Bynpent, JOSEPH, Hyde, Chester, Solicitor. May 20, Hibbert, Hyde 
INNES, CATHERINE ISABELLA, Hartlepool. May 30. Ferrier, Hartlepool 
JOHNSON, ELIZABETH, Cambridge. May 21. Johnson, Cambridge 
Kemp, CLARA, Cliffe, Lewes. June 16. Hillman, Lewes 


MACKINNON, WILLIAM AUGUSTUS DANIEL, Ormley Lodge, Ham Common, Major 
Berks Reg. May 22. Bowlings & Co, Essex st 

Mappock, Mary Any, Liscard, Chester. June15. Wright & Co, Liverpool 

MILER, JANBT ELEANOR, Rainhill, Lancs. May 20. Smith, Liverpool 

Moeray, ErizanrtH Mona, Milverton Hill, Leamington. June 1. Bird & Moore, 
Gray’s inn sq 

No1TaGe, Witi1aM, Thorley, Herts, Retired Farmer. April 30, Tyson, Dalton 
in Furness 

PARKER, GHEORGE, Lewisham, Esq, J.P. Aug 1. Hughes & Co, Budge row 


PARKER, JANE, Sculcoates, Kingston upon Hull. June 10. England & Co, Hull 


PAREER, JOHN. Sculcoates, Kingston upon Hull, Master Mariner. June 10, 
England & Co, Hull 
RUTTER, WILLIAM, Sunderland, Cashier. May 10. Burnicle, Sunderland 


SCRIVENER, penermms PIKE, Bryanston sq. May 31. Taylor & Co, Field ct, 
sinn 
Wess. ELIZABETH, Southside, Clapham-common. May 31, Brid & 8 
Temple chbrs, Falcon ct, Fleet st d reste es 


Wirson, SARAH ANDREW, Heaton Chapel, Lancs. May 16. Mearns & Boyle, 
Liverpool 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, April 26. 


a eee, Warrington, Grocer’s Assistant. May 11. Davies, War- 
n 
Batt, WILLIAM PARKER, Poole, Gent. May 25. Woollcombe & Son, Plymouth 


mann, Bone Ann, Alexander sq, Brompton. June 5. Barnard & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
lds 
Bisuae. come Davis, Plymouth, Retired Engineer R.N. May 31. Rodd, jun, 


Stonehouse 
BRYANT, HARIET, Busby pl, Camdenrd. June7. Adams, Finsbury circus 


CHESTER, ANN, Owston, Lincoln. July 1. Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 

Coon, Dissssarn, Shirley, Hants, May 31. Eldridge & Sons, Newport, Isle 

DUBERLY, Wirt, Gt Staughton, Hunts, Esq. May 28, Fowler, Huntingdon 

Benen, JouN, Woodvale rd, Dulwich, Gent. May 25. Baker & Co, Cannon 
NATHANIEL JOHN, Bishopsgate st Within, Oil Merchant. June 24, 


Taylor & Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Gagp, Epwakp ORAM, Stoke, Devonport, Solicitor. Junes. Gard, Devonport 





HAnRveyY, WICKHAM TALBOT, Parkhurst, I W, Governor H.M. Convict Prison at 
Parkhurst. June7. Arnold & Co, Carey st 

HEARN. Patrick, Gray’sinnrd, Cab Propnetor. June 8, Lindus & Bicknell, 
Cheapside 

HINCHLIFFE, JAMES, Holmebridge, nr Holmfirth, Yorks, Innkeeper. June 18, 
Heeley & Marshall, Holmfirth ; 

Hopwoop, GEORGE, Egyptian st, Bolton. April 30. Windus, Bolton 


fHonrax, CHARLES, Ambleside, Westmorland, Bobbin Manufacturer. June 1, 
Gatev. Ambleside 

Hov ton, FRANcIs, Farleigh Castle, nr Bath. June 5. Marson & Son, Southwark 
Bridge rd 

Kay, SCHOFIELD, Kersley, Lancs, Farm Bailiff. May 18. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, 
Bolton 

KENNRDY, dna pr Collingkam pl, South Kensington. May 31. Hughes & Co, 
New Broad st 

KERSHAW, Robert, Audenshaw, Ashton under Lyne, Cattle Dealer. May 18, 
Pownall, Ashton under Lyne : ’ 

KINDON, JAMES, Addiscombe, Croydon, Gent. May 24. Rowlands & Hutchinson, 
Croydon 

SEMARK, CLARA ELIZABETH, Tunbridge Wells. May 20. Stone & Co, Tunbridge 
Wells 

ae = Harvey, Wallington, Surrey, Esq. May 7. Layton, St. 

elen's 

SPAWFORTH, JANE, Le Haras, Angers, France. July 1. McMillin, Bloomsbury sq 

SPELLER, EDWARD, Hither green, Lewisham, Farmer. June 1. Howard & 
Shelton, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate ; 

Surron. MARY ANNE, Farmers rd, Camberwell, Marine Store Dealer. May 31, 
Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs ; 

Tuompson, MATTHEW. College House, Southgate. June 1. Pritchard & Co, 
Painter’s Hall, Little Trinity lane ; 

TIDMAN, PAUL FREDERICK, Leadenhall st, East India Merchant. May 30. Baker 

& Co, Cannon st ; 
TOMLINSON, Mary, Chorney, nr Lichfield. June7. Barnes & Son, Lichfield 


Tore. HANNAH HALtt, Torquay, Dressmaker. September1. Lindop, Torquay 
TOWNE, ALBERTINA AUGUSTA, Margate. June12. Wragg, Great St Helen’s 


VEAL. CALEB, Newrd, Whitechapel, Laundryman. May 20. Hindson-Miller & 
Vernon, Moorgate st it 
WATKINS, ANN, Chacombe, Northampton. May 24. Kilby & Maco, Banbury 


WILLIAMS. DaviD, Holloway, Mercer rd, Manufacturers’ Agent. June1. Lovell, 
Finsbury eqr 
WooLLEY. SAMUEL, Codnor, Derby, Farmer. May1i5. Peake, Ripley 


Youna, EDwaAkD, Bournemouth, Esq, J.P. June7. Cross, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 30. 


Avengers. WILttAM, Norwich, Soap Manufacturer. June 1. Miller & Co, 
Norwich 

BEATTIE, ALEXANDER, Kingston Hill, Ham, Esq. June1. Beattie, New Broad 
str 


§ ee 
BULEY, FLIZABETH, Barfrestone, Kent. May 11. E. W. & V. Knocker, Dover 


BUTLER, a Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk. May 24. Fenn & Co, New- 
market 

BUTTRRWORTH, JAMES, Oakenshaw, Birstall, Yorks, out of business, June 1, 
Clough, Cleckheaton 

CUNNINGHAM, JAMES, Workington, Cumberland, Gent. May 25. Plummer, 
Cockermouth : 

Evans, WILLIAM, South Walsham St Lawrence, Norfolk, Builder, May 21. 
Preston & Son, Norwich 

FRostTick, WILLIAM, Westgate on Sea, Isle of Thanet, Builder. June 29. Tassell 
& Son, Faversham 

Guez, Seem. Barking, Essex, Licensed Victualler. June 1. Layton & Co, 

udge row 
HARRISON, JOSEPH, Leicester, Gent. June 11. Pointon, Birmingham 


Raney, Besvae, Wardle, Rochdale, Yeoman. May 31. Beldon & Ackroyd, 

radiorc 

HEISER, CHRISTIAN LEWIS, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway, Baker, May 31. J. & R. 
Golf. Lime st 

INGRAM, WALTER HERBERT, St George's pl. Hyde Park Corner, Gent. May 20. 
Ingleiew & Co, St Benet’s chmbrs, Fenchurch st 

JEEVES, HARRIETTE AMELIA, Dermody rd, Lewisham. May 24. Sandom & Co, 
Gracechurch st 

JONES, WILLIAM, Grasmere, Worthing, Gent. May 25. Neave, Friday st, 
Cheapside 

LANGFORD, ANNE, Ellesmere, Salop. May 8. Salter & Giles, Ellesmere 


Laniay, puns, Treeton Rectory, nr Rotherham. June 29. Wake & Co, Shef- 

fiel 

MANLEY, Major Ropert GeorGs, Atherstone, Warwick. June 15. Longbourne 
& Co, Lincoln’s ian fields 

NASH, MARY, Reading. May 21. Newmoen, Reading 


OXENDALE, CHRISTOPHER, Leeds, Tailor. June1, Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 


PARSONS, ELIZABETH, Royal avenue, King’s rd, Chealsea. June 1. Field & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

PHILLIPS, GEORGE Paior, Cleveland, Ohio, U.S.A., Printer. May 25. Thomp- 
son, Skipton, Yorks 

PROUDLOVE, JOHN, Huncoat, Lancs, June1, Sutcliffe & Sons, Burnley 


many, ane Louisa, Atlingworth st, Brighton. June 15. Cooper & Williams, 

righton 

RUSSELL, ROBERT, Newcastle upon Tyre, Gent. June 6. Dickinson & Miller, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

— 7" eee N, Gt Winchester st, Wine Merchant. June 6. Lindo & Co, 

oleman 8 

STARLING, MAITHEW JAMES, Grove rd, Sutton, Gent. July 1. Thompson & 
Groom, Raymond bides, Gray’s inn 

TELFER, JOHN. Newcastle upon Tyne, Tobacco Manufacturer. June 6. Dickinson 
& Miller, Newcastle upon Tyne 

WATSON, EDWARD SPENCER, Sharnbrook, Beds, Esq. June 25. Farrer & Co 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

WHILE, JAMES, Netherton, nr Dudley, Gent. May 27. Davies, Dudley 

WItiAMs, ISABELLA ANNE, Chislehurst. June 4, Tucker, jun, Bridport, Dorset 

Woop, FREDERICK UsHkk, Port Elizabeth, Cape of Good Hope, Railway Station 
Agent. May 6. TIodd & Co, Chancery lane 

‘Woengens, HENRY, David st, Baker st. May 30. Bell, Hungerford rd, Camden 
roa 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PurcuasErs & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have theSanitary arrangementsthoroughly Fae nied | by anexpert 
fromThe' Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation (o., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &,—(ADVT. | 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BAKER, HENRY, Fisherton Anger, Salisbury, Cattle 
Dealer Salisbury Pet Aprili5 Ord April 30 

BURLEY, GEORGE ARTHUR, ~The Tailor 
Huddersfield Pet Mayi Ord May1 

CoLE, ARTHUR, Southsea, colar Louse Keeper 
Portsmouth Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

COLLINS, ABRAHAM, Bristol, Teed nder Bristol 
Pet April 18 Ord eo Sues oe 

K, WILLIAM, amnsene, Dorset, Outfitter Poole 

Pet April 18 Ord May 

COSGROVE, SAMUEL, Mexclesfield, Smee Joiner 
Macclesfield Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

DAVIES, GRIFFITH, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

DAVIES, HENRY, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
April30 Ord "April 80 

DELHAVE, AUGUSTINE, Higher Broughton, Manches- 
ter, Schoolmistress SaJfurd Pet April 30 Ord 


April 30 
ELDER, PETER, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Curer 
ton upon Hull Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


goa MILY, Derby, Licensed Victualler Derby 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

FANCOTT, WILLIAM ENRY, oo Butcher 
Coventry Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

tr ——_- , Grocer iis Pet April 29 


Foor, FREDERICK Wru1aM, Estcourt rd, Wands- 
worth common, Potato Salesman High Court 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

GRANT, ALFRED THOMAS, ONESIMUS WILLIAMS GRANT, 
and Mary WILLIAMS GRANT, Little Queen st, 
Holborn, Furniture Dealers High Court Pet 
April29 Ord April 29 

GREATOREX, WILLIAM, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet April15 Ord April 26 

HELLYER, WILLIAM HENRY, East yee Devon, 

‘armer: Exeter Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Hotpway, Isaac, Swansea, Wood Turner Swansea 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

HUGHES, ALFRED W, Liverpool, Peck keeper Liver- 
pool Pet April 16 Ord April 

Hunt, EDWARD, Ryde, I. W., Cabinet Maker Ryde 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

RICHARD, Leeds, Coach Spring Maker 

Pet May 1 ‘Ord Ma ay t 

IgWIN, Davip, Manchester, yy Proprietor 
Manchester Pet April3 Ord May 

JACKSON, ROBERT, Batley, Yorks, eeeoscnies Dews- 

ury Pet April29 Ord April 29 

JOHNSON, EDWARD PELLIER, Half Moon st, Picca- 
dilly, late Coes of 9th Lancers High Court 
Pet Novié Ord M ~ + 

LaMB, FRANCIS, Bedfo: sow, Solicitor High Court 
Pet April9 Ord May 

MITCHELL, GEORGE, ot rd, yoy Mason 
Wandsworth Pet April 30 Ord April 

Poot, JoHN_HInckEs, Coalville, 1 _ ll Lei- 
cester Pet April 27 Ord April 

RAMSDEN, JOHN, Farsley, nr Bebatord, Tripe Hawker 
Bradford Pet Mayi1 Ord May1 

REYNOLDS, HENRY, Burnham, Somerset, Wine Mer- 
chant Brid gwater Pet April 30 Ord _ 30 

STEPHENS, HENRY, ~~ te Butcher antwich 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

STEWART, THOMAS WARD, Newcastle on Tyne, Solici- 
tor Rowenstis on Tyne Pet April 80 Ord 


April 30 
'HRELKELD, THOMAS, East Brownrigg, Lemehy, 
Cumb, Farmer Carlisle Pet May1 Ord Ma: 
Trupson, Isaac, Leicester, oneeeeet Travel A) 
Leicester Pet April29 Ord April 

Toon, GEORGE Ezra, Leicester, Retailer of Milk 
Leicester Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Tuck, ARTHUR, Ha leigh, een, ‘armer Chelms- 
ford Pet April15 Ord id, 30 

TURNBULL, THOMPSON, Sheffield, > mae Merchant 
~~ Pet May 1 Ord M 

ILLIAM, Bamber Rony Lancs, Clogger 

Petcten Pet Aprili8 Ord April 30 

WAITE, GEORGE, Stockport, Tailor Stockport Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 

Warp, JaMks RICHARD, Modsley, Salop, Grocer 
Madeley Pet Mayi1 OrdM a 4 

Woopkurr, JAMES MORRIS, ichester, Grocer 
Brighton Pet April29 Ord April 29 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of March 29. 


Currs, HENRY, Nottingham, Timber Merchant Not- 
tingham Pet March 26 Ord March 28 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of April 26, 


BRADBURNE, WILLIAM HENRY, Brockhurst, Church 
Stretton, Salop, Land Agent’s Assistant Shrews- 
bury Pet April24 Ord April 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, Henry, Fisherton Anger, Wilts, Cattle 
Dealer May 14 at3.30 Off Rec, bury 

BARNES, FRANCIS, Watlington. Oxfordshire, Baker 
May 11 at 3 = St Aldates, Oxford 

CALVERT, Waiaa, North Ormesby, Middlesboro’, 
Licensed Victualler May 22 at 3 Off Ree, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesboro’ 

Cour, ARTHUR, Southses, Lodging House Keeper 
May 13 at 3.30 166, Queen st, Portsea 

CoLiIns, ABRAHAM, Bristol mg A Lender May 13 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, B 
ROVE, SAMUEL an core Builder Ma: a at 
il Ott Rec as, Kine Edward st, Macclesfi 


DELHAVE, AUGUSTINE, Higher ienihien. Man- 
chester, Schoolmistress May 13 atiil Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Drx, WitiiaM, Nottingham, Grocer May it at 11 
Off Res, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

Evans, Emity, Derby, Licensed Mig od May 10 
at3_ Off Re c, St James’s chmbrs, Der’ 

Evans, Harry, Lancaster, Builder May 2 at2 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

FR03T, ‘ALFRED, Chryssel rd, Brixton May 14 at 12 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

GREATOREX, Wu114yN, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Mayt0at3 Off Rec, 23, Friar In, Leicester 

GREEN, SAMUEL, Sudbury, Suffolk, Ironmonger May 
14at2 Roseand Crowa Inn, Sudbury 

HATFIELD, JANE, Manor st, Clapham, Builder May 
14ati1_ 33, Carey st, Lincola’s inn 

HELLYER, WILLIAM HENRY, East Budleigh, Devon, 
——— May 14atl11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exe 
meee JAMES, Bath, Fishmonger May 13at1 Of 
, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Linzey, JouN, Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder May 13 
at 1.15 on Rec, Bank chmbers, Bristol 

LUBBOCK, CHARLES, WESTERN, Nevern “2: Earl’s ct, 
Gent May 14 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

MORGAN, SAMUEL, Outinghourne, Kent, Pig Dealer 
May i13at11 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

NorTHCOTT, JOSEPH, Laird, Devon, Purveyor of Milk 
May 10ati1 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

OWEN, JOHN, Bath, "Bootmaker May 13 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 
RY, ALBERT JOSEPH, Fishponds, Glos, Shce 
meg ey May 18 at 12 Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Bristol 

Poot, JOHN HINCcKS, Whitwick, Leic, saan ll May 
14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, F riar lane, Leiceste: 

Rack, RICHARD, Stockton on Tees, Build+r May 15 
ati1t Off Rec, 8. Albert rd, Middiesborough 
SHOESMITH, JOHN Kina, Leeds, Assistant at Coffee 
— May 10 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


SPENCE, WILLIAM, Adelaide rd, Surbiton, Mercantile 

Clerk May 10 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 31, St 

Swithin’s lane 

SrEwarT, [fHoMAS WARD, Newesstla on Tyne, Solici- 

—.. May i4at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 

on Tyn 

BronmHau, WILLIAM JOHN, late of Austin Friars 

May 14 at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

THRELKELD, THOMAS, t Brownrigg, Lazonby, 
Cumb, Farmer May 15 at 1 Off Ree, 34, Fisher 
st, Carlisle 

WAITE, GEORGE, Stockport, Tailor May 14 at 11,30 Off 
Rec, County chmbis, Market pl, Stockport 

Warp, JaMes RICHARD, Madeley, Salop. Grocer 
May 15 at 11.10 County Court Offices, [adele 

WIttiaMs, GsORGE THOMAS. Birmiogham, as 
Engineer May 21 at 11 25, Cclmore row, Bir- 


ming 

WILLICOMBE, ARTHUR, Tunbridge Wells, Builder 
May 10 at 2.30 Spencer & Reeves, Mount 
Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells 

Wooprvurr, JAMES Morris, Chichester, Grocer May 
Tt = 13 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of April 3¢, 


JONES, GRIFFITH, Bangor, Coal Merchant May 10 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARNETT, Higpas Joun, Outer’, Builder Oxford Pet 
Apri Ord Apr 30 

BRADBURNE, WILLIAM Henry, Brockhurst, Church 
Stretton, Salop, Land Agent’s Assistant Shrews- 
bury Pet Apr24 Ord Apr 30 

BURLEY, GEORGE ARTHUR, ae Tailor 
Huddersfield Pet May1 Ord Mayi 

CLEGG, JAMES HARGREAVES Farrar, Halifax, Com- 
mission Agent Halifax Pet Apriz Ord Apr 30 

CoLE, ARTHUR, Southsea, Lodging House Keeper 
Portsmouth Pet Apr27 Ord Apr 27 

CoRBETT, WALTER, RICHARD, Wellington, ae 
Printer Madeley Pet Apr 25 Ord Apr 30 

CosGRove, SAMUEL, Macclesfield, Builder Maccles- 
field Pet Apr 29 Ord Apr 29 

DAvipson, GEORGE, Runcorn, Porkbutcher War- 
rington Pet Apr25 Ord Apr 29 

Davies, HENRY, Swansea, F > shed Swansea Pet 
Apr 30 Ord Apr 30 

DELHAVE, AUGUSTINE, Higher Broughton, Man- 
ey Schoolmistress Salfori Pet Apr 29 

rd Apr 30 

Evans, Exy, Derby, Licensed Victualler Derby 
Pet Apr 29 Ord Apr 29 

EVANS, y, Lancaster, Builder Preston Pet 
Apri3 Ord Apr 30 

Fist — by} Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 29 

pri 

Gray, liznry HUMPHREY, Hargate, Upholsterer’s 
Assistant Canterbury PetMarii Ord April 29 

HELLYER, WILLIAM HENRY, East Budleigh, —— 
Farmer Exeter Pet April30 Ord April 30 

HENVILLE, CHARLES, Southampton, Grocer South- 
ampton Pet April12 Ord April 29 

HipweELL, JoHn Tesss, Lutterworth, Auctioneer 
Leicester Pet March 21 Ord April 30 

Houpway, Isaac, Soageee, Wo er Swansea 
Pet April 30 Ord May 

Hunt, EpWArD, Ryde, 1. W.. Cabiaet Maker Kyde 
Pet April29 Ord April 29 

HUTCHINSON, RICHARD, Leeds, Cats Spring Maker 

Leeds Pet May1 Ord May 





JACKSON, ROBERT, Batley, Yorks, Sesmesceniet Dews- 
bury Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


Sem, Joun, Robertsford, nr Sheowsbary, Senne 
Shrewsbury Pet Apriliz Ord May1 
LINzBY, JOHN, Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder Bath 
Pet April24 Ord M 
NORTHOOTT, JOSEPH, Laird, — Purveyor of Milk 
Fast Stonehouse Pet April 17 Ord April 29 
PAXMAN, GEORGE, Small Heath, en, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet April 12 Ord April 30 
PayYNE, Jonny, Plais ye Essex, Oilman High Court 
Pet April 12 Ord April 30 
Poot, JOHN HINCKS, Whitwick, Leicestershire, Far- 
mer Leicester Pet April27 Ord April 27 
RAMSDEN, JOHN, Farsley, nr aeesiees, Tripe Hawker 
Bradford Pet May1 Ord Ma 
ROBERTS, WILSON Moorsom, Pur ney, Surrey, Gent 
Ipswich Pet Jan2: Ord A ‘pe 
SAMUEL, HANNAH, aay Ay “Ironmonger High 
Court Pet March 27 Ord M 
SoMERVILLE, THOMAS TOWNSEND, Grimesthorpe, 
Sheflield, Surgeon Sheffield Pet March 12 Ord 
Pp 
Stewart, THomMas WARD, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Solicitor Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 30 Ord 


pril 30 
———, eg East Brownrigg. Lazonby. 
ane rland, Farmer Carlisle Pet May1 Or 


May 

Toon, "anonan Ezra, Leicester, Retelier of Milk 
Leicester Pet April 30 Ord May 

TURNBULL, THOMPSON, win} Provision Merchant 
Sheffield Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

WAITE, GEORGE, Stoc pa Tailor Stockport Pet 

pril29 Ord April 29 
JAMES CHARD, Madeley, Salop, Grocer 
Madeley Pet April 30 Ord Mayt 

Wow. “ Ty bp res] nr Halitax, Tailor Halifax 
et Ap 

WoonGER, ALBERT JonR, Hungestord, h Dest, Grocer 
Newbury ad. Ord A 

Wooprurr, JAMES Mo panes, Gaichestor, 
Brighton Pet 2 April 29 Ord April 29 


The following amended notice is substituted for haat 
published in the London Gazette of March 29 


Henry, Nottingham, Timber Merchant 
Nottingham Pet March26 Ord March 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
APPLETON, SAMUEL, Hey Mills, nr Birmingham, Drapor 
Birmingham Pet Aprili2 Ord May i 
BAILEY, JONATHAN, Dewsbury, Te Traveller 
Dewsbury PetMay4 Ord May4 
Carr, JOHN WILLIAM, Lowestof paauhodtne Gt 
Yarmouth Pet April15 Ord ay 2 
CHAPPELL, JOHN HENRY, Cardiff, Musical instrument 
Dealer 7. Pet April 29 Ord May 3 


Grocer 


Copet, H. J Jn Roxeth MaEsOw, Grocer St Albans 
Pet Aprilé Ord May 
Coombs, HENRY, Chenas rd, Plumstead, Builder 


Greenwich Pet Aprili3 Ord April 13 
CouLsON, JOHN, Hexham, 7 Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet ~ 2 Ord May 4 
Cnoweee, ILLIAM MA’ BK, Paitishall. Northampton- 
Cg . Builder Westiaaeton Pet May 2 Ord 
ay 2 


Davis, WILLIAM 80LOMON, Stourbridge, Wore, Glass 

—— Stourbridge Pet April 9 Ord 
r. 

Dixow, JoHN WILLIAM, New Clee, Lincs, Fisher- 
man Gt Sader Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Drxon, WILLIAM, Evenwood Gate, nr West Auckland, 
yori Butcher Durham Pet April 26 Ord 

ril 26 

Douaitry, Robert WILLIAM, Cheapside, Commission 
Agent High Vourt Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

GarRnNiss, THomMas JAMES, North Cherise, Bath, 
Gent Yeovil Pet March 27 Ord April 26 

Graces, Hxunry, Wakefield, late Cab Proprictor 

PM eld Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

MILL, ALFRED, i Leeds, Labourer Leeds 

— vot Me ay2 Ord May 2 

HARTRIDGE, EMMA JANE, Merrick sq, Trinity st, 
Borough, Fruit Saleswoman High Uourt Pet 
Aprili6 Ord May 3 

HOLLAND, EDWARD, Gloucester, Innkeeper Glouces- 
ter Pet May3 Ord May 3 

KING, Jagan, Whitechapel rd, jester Merchant 
High Court Pet May2 Ord May 

uamen, JAMES, Seanten, Draper , Pet 
Mey3 Ord May 

LAWBKANCE, JOHN, "Ridge rd, Hornsey, Commercial 
Ulerk High Court, Pet May 4 Ord M May 4 

Lock, James, Nassington, Northamptonshire, Agri- 
cultural Machine Owner Peterborough Pet May 
3 Ord May 3 

Lupton, FREDERIC CHARLES, Ballater rd, Acre lane, 
Brixton, Clerk in the G, P, O. High Court Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 

MANN, JOHN, Cowper st, St Luke’s, Enamel Pa) 
— High Court Pet April 10 Ord 


main ROBERT, Thackley, Idle, yortn, Inkeeper 
Bradford Pet May 3 Ord May 

MARTIN, F, C., Howard st, ote fy aateples Agent 
High Court PetJan15 Ord May 3 

McGriGor, JAMES, Seaton, nr Uppingham, Rutland, 
Gere n Holy Orders Leicester Pet April 18 


McMasTEr Puonas, Newcastle on Tyne, Travellin: 
mee Newcastle on Tyne Pet April ié Or 


wg ROBERT BRIGHTMORE, Sheftield, Journalist 
Sheflield Pet Aprii10 Ord May2 
Moorz, E E, Tem) eq, Architect High 
4 





Court Pet Aprilé Ord May 


MORETON, WILLIAM RoBERrt, Rugby, formerly Book- 
seller Southampton Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Morris, THOMAS. Dolgelly, Merioneth, 

Aberystwith Pet Aprilit Ord May 3 
NEVILLE, FREDERIC, Willersley, Glos, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Worcester Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
O'NEtt, Jonn, Mold, Fish Dealer 
4 Ord May 4 





Parkin. Isaac, Sheffield, Journeyman Blacksmith 


Sheffield Pet May3 Ord May 3 


PaTRICK, THOMAS, Gloucester rd, Kensington, Coffee | 


High Court Ord 


ay 4 
Rvsse.w, GEORGE. Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet April 25 Ord May 2 


Saint, WILLIAM, High st, Croydon, Tailor Croydon 
Pet May1 Ord May1 


house keeper Pet May 4 


SEMARK, JOHN, Wrotham, Kent, Grocer Tunbridge | 


Wells Pet May3 Ord May 3 

STAFFORD, JOHN GOODACRE, and WILLIAM STAFFORD, 
Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, Box Makers High 
Court Pet May3 Ord May 3 


TAYLOR, JAMES GEORGE ELLIFF, and FREDERICK | 
TAYLOR, Quicks rd, Wimbledon, Builders King- | 


ston, Surrey Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


Tuomas, MorGan, Glyncymmer, Llangynwyd, Glam, | 


Farmer Neath Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
TuorpP. Epwarp, Worcester, Yardsman at Gasworks 
Worcester Pet May4 Ord May 4 
TRICKEY, WILLIAM, Rainham, nr Rochester, Butcher 
Rochester Pet April17 Ord May 2 
TUCKER, EDWIN, ristol. Importer of 
Bristol Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
VAUGHAN. NATHANIEL, Eliot cottages, Blackheath, 
late Builder Greenwich Pet April 27 Ord 


Sponge 


April 27 

VEASEY, JOHN, Horncastle, Lincs, Miller Lincoln 
Pet May3 Ord May 3 

VERNON. Mark, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer 
Northampton Pet April 24 Ord April 29 


WEsB, Joun, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, | 


Pinafore Manufacturer Manchester Pet April 
April12 Ord May 1 

Wicks, WALTER HuGH, Richmond, Surrey, Tailor 
Wandsworth Pet April15 Ord May 2 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Batt, H., Villiers rd, Willesden lane, Builder May 
21at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BASSET, FREDERIC DUNCAN 
Kensington, Dairyman 
Lincoln’s inn 

BENSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, Gt Portland st, Chemist 
May 17 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BOuLTER, RICHARD, Ebury st, Pimlico. Bootmaker 
May 17 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BrinGeg, HENRY, Eastbourne, House Agent 
at3 Coles & Carr, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Brooks, ALFRED, Gough sq, Fleet st May 21 at 12 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BuRLEY, GEORGE ARTHUR. Huddersfield, Tailor 
May 15at11 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, New st, 
Huddersfield 


CLARKE, HENRY BERGER, Mincing lane, Chemical 
Merchant May 17 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


nn 

Cook. WILLIAM. Wimborne, Dorest, Outfitter May 
15 at2.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Coombs, HENRY, Chesnut rd, Plumstead, Builder 
May 14at3 119, Victoriast, Westminster 

CORBLLI, CHARLES ALBERT EDMOND, Heddon st, 
Regent st, Foreign Warehouseman May 21 at 
2.30 33. Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CouULson, JOHN, Hexham, Innkeeper May 16 at 3 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Davison, GEORGE, Runcorn, Pork Butcher May 17 


at 11.15 Court House, Upper Bank st, Warrington | 
Licensed Victualler | 


DAVIES, GRIFFITH, Swansea, 
May 14 at 11.80 Off Rec. 6, Rutland st, Swansea 


Davies, HENRY, Swansea, Grocer May 14 at12 Off | 


Rec, 6. Rutland st, Swansea 
FAGGE, FREDERIC WILLIAM, St Stephen’s cbhmbrs, 
Moorgat? st, Stockbroker May 16 at 11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
FANcOTT, WILLIAM HENkRY, Coventry, Butcher May 
15at10 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
FIsHER, HENRY, Leeds, Grocer May 15 at 12 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 
Foster, HENRY, Ashford, Kent, Watchmaker May 
14at3 Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford 
Foster, Katz, Store st, Tottenham ct rd, Licensed 
Victualler May 15atit Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
GALLENGA, Guy HARDWIN, Aldershot, Captain in the 
7 May 14 at 11 No16 Room, 30 and 31, St 
Swithin’s lane 
Gakniss, THomAsS JAMES, North Cheriton, Bath, 
Gent May 16 at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 
GAZARD, JOSEPH, Cardiff, Saddler May 14 at 3 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
L, ALFRED, Hunslet, Leeds, Labourer May 
16at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
HANBURY, Captain the Hon SpsNcER, Lower 
Grosvenor pl May 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Hotpway, Isaac, Swansea, Wood Turner May 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Hunt, Epwasp, Ryde, I W, Cabinet Maker May 15 
at2 Holyrood chbrs, Newport, I W 
JACKSON, ROBERT, Batley, Yorks, Tobacconist May 
14at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
KIN, JAMES Taunton, Draper May 14 at 12.15 
George and Railway Hotel, Victoria st. Bristol 
Lock, JAMES, Nas:ington, Northamptonshire, Agri- 
cultural Machine Owner May 24at12 County 
Court, Peterborough 
MARSDEN, ROBERT, Thackley, Idle, Yorks, Innkeeper 
May 16at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Builder | 


Chester Pet May 
| 


Northend rd, West | 
May 21 at1 33, Carey st, | 


May 15 
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nr Uppingham, Rutland, 


| McGriGor, JAMES, Seaton, I 
May 17 at 3 Off Rec, 28, 


| Clerk in Holy Orders 
Friar lane, Leicester 
McMastsr, THoMASs, Newcastle on Tyne, Travelling 
| Draper May 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
| castle on Tyne 
MOoRETON, WILLIAM ROBERT, Rugby, formerly Book- 
seller May ié6ati1 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 
ampton 
| PALMER, WILLIAM CHARLES, Fulham rd, Walham 
Green. Oilman May 16at1t Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields E 
| PAXMAN, GEORGE, Small Heath, Birmingham, Grocer 
May 15 ati11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
PHILLIPS, DAvip Jonny, Rhymney. Mon, Grocer May 
14at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfi' 
ill, nr Barnslev. Colliery 
Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, 


{EUBEN, Blacker 
May 16 at 10 


PINDER, 
Labourer 
Barnsley See 

Porrer, ROBERT WIL114M, Aston, nr Birmingham, 
Baker May i4ati1 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


him 
POWELL, WALTER ARTHUR, Bury st. St James's, 
Gent Mayi17at11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s 


inn 
RAMSDEN, JOHN, Farsley, nt Bradford, Tripe 
Hawker Mayi5 ati1 Off ec, 31, Manor row, 


Bradford q 
REYNOLDS, HENRY, Burnham, Somerset, Wine 
Railway Hotel, High- 


Merchant May 15 at 1: 
bridge 
RocErs, JAMES, Upper Hale, Farnham. Surrey, 
Grocer May 15 at 2.30 Townhall, Farnham 
| RouRKE, JAMHS MICHAEL, Cheapside, Photographer 
May 16 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
SKIPPER, FREDBRICK, Duke st, St James’s, Gent May 
17 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
STEPHENS, HENRY, Nantwich, Butcher May 2? at 
10.30 152, Hospital st, Nantwich 
| TAYLOR, THOMAS STOKES, Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, 
| Hatter May 16 at2.3) Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
| Timpson, Isaac, Leicester, Commercial Travellor 
May 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, 28, Friar In, Leicester 
Toon, GEORGE Ezra, Leicester, Retailer of Milk May 
17 at 12.30 Of Rec, 48, Friar In, Leicester 
| TRICKRY, WILLIAM. Rainham, nr Rochester, Butcher 
} May 20ati11 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
WEsB, Joun, Aldermanbury, Boot Dealer May 16 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Woop. GrorGE, Holbeck, Lee 1s, Joiner May 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. : 
BAKER, HENRY, Salisbury, Cattle Dealer Salisbury 
Pet April15 Ord May 1 : 
BALL, I1., Villiers ré, Willesden lane, Builder High 
Court Pet March14 Ord May 4 
BARNARD, ALFRED, Lower Church st, Art Founder 
High Court. Pet April17 Ord May 4 
BARNS, JAMES TAYLOR, Railway Arches, Carlisle st, 
Lambeth, Timber Merchant High Court Pet 
March i6 Ord May? 
BRICcE, SAMUEL, Sheepcourt, Waltham, Kent, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet Marchi9 Ord May 3 
Brooks, ALFRED, Gough sq, Fleet st High Court 
Pet Feb 20 Ord May 2 
CROWLEY, WILLIAM MARK, Pattishall, Northampton- 
spire, Builder Northampton Pet May 2 Ord 
May 2 
ORUTTENDEN, FREDERICK, St Leonards on Sea, late 
Builder Hastings Pet Jan22 Ord May 4 
Davison, EDWARD, Brentford, Furniture Dealer 
Brentford Pet April24 Ord May 2 
| Dixon, JOHN WILLIAM. New Clee, Lincs, Fisher- 
man GtGrimsby Pet May2 Ord May 2 
| FoorD, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Estcourt rd, Wands- 
worth common, late Potato Salesman High 
Court Pet April30 Ord May 2 
GRACE, HENRY, Wakefield, late Cab Proprietor 
Wakefield Pet — | 3 Ord May 3 
GRAFF, l'HILIP, Central st, St Luke’s, Master Baker 
High Court Pet April1 Ord May 2 


chant HighCourt Pet March2 Ord May 2 


Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Harris, JOHN, THOMAS, 
Islington, Boot Dealer 
15 Ord May 4 
HOLLAND, EDWARD, Gloucester, 
Gloucester Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Kina, Jacon, Whitechapel rd, Leather Merchant 
High Court Pet May 2 Ord May 4 
| LAWRANCS, JOHN, Ridge rd. Hornsey, Commercial 
Clerk High Court Pet May4 Ord May 4 


High Court Pet April 


Innkeeper 








GRIFFITHS, J. W., Old st, Shoreditch, Timber Mer- | 


HAMMI“.L, ALFRED, Hunslet, Leeds, Labourer Leeds | 


| 
| 


Tyndale pl, Upper st. | 


May 11, 1889 


Tuomas, MorGan, Glyncymmer, Llangynwyd, Glam, 
Farmer Neath Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

Tuorp, EDWARD. Worcester, Yardsman at Gasworks 
Worcester Pet May4 Ord May 4 

TrIcKeY, WILLIAM, Rainham, nr Rochester, Butcher 
Rochester Pet April 16 Ord May 4 

Tuson, WILLIAM, Bamber Bridge, Lancs, Clogger 
Preston Pet Aprili8 Ord May 2 

VAUGHAN, NATHANIEL, Eliot cottages, Blackheath, 
late Builder Greenwich Pet April 27 Ord 
April 27 i ; 

VEASEY, JOHN, Horncastle, Lincs, Miller Lincoln 
Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

WEnB, Joun, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Pinafore Manufacturer Manchester Pet April 12 
Ord May 3 oP 

WoopHOUSE, WYNDHAM SPARKS, Kingston on 
Thames. late Captain 3rd Battalion Manchester 
Regt Kingston, Surrey Pet April4 Ord May 4 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 17.—Messrs. A. & A. FIELD, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Property (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 6). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
Journal” be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


“ Solicitors’ must 
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Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 1s 
26s.; Country, with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 


office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


—Town, 28s. ; 


inelude Double Numbers and Postage. 





ASSOCIATION. 


LAW 
(INSTITUTED 1817.) 
For the Benefit of Widows aud Families of Solicitors 
in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 
THE ANNUAL GENERAL CousT will be held at the 


| Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, on Friday, 


Lock, JAMES, Nassington, Northamptonshire, Agri- | 


cultural Machine Owner Pet 
May 3 Ord May 3 

MARSDEN, ROBERT, Thackley, Idle, Yorks, Innkeeper 
Bradford Pet May 3 Ord May 3 

MITCHELL, GEORGE, Candahar rd, Battersea, Mason 
Wandsworth Pet Apr 20 (rd May 3 

MORETON, WILLIAM ROBERT, Rugby, Bookseller 
Southampton Pet Mayz Ord May 2 

NEVILLE, FREDERIC, Willersley, Glos. Clerk in Holy 
Orders Worcester Pet May4 Ord Mav 4 


Peterborough 


PALMER, WILLIAM CHARLES, Fulham rd, Walham 
Green, Oilman High Court Pet Apr 11 Ord 


May 2 

PARKIN. IsAAc, Sheffield, Journeyman Blacksmith 
Sheffield Pet-May 3 Ord May 3 

Situ, G, and EpitH Emma GouGu, Birmingham, 
Grocers Birmingham Pet Mar 23 Ord May 3 

Nantwich 
and Crewe Pet April30 Ord May 3 

STONEHAM, WILLIAM JOHN, late of Austin Friars 
High Court Pet March 19 Ord May 2 

TAYLOR, JAMES GEORGE ELLIFF, and FREDBRICK 
TAYLOR, Quicks rd, Wimbledon, Builders King- 
ston, Surrey Pet April 29 Ord May 2 


| 
' 
| 
' 
STEPHENS, HENRY, Nantwich, Butcher 
| 
| 





the 3ist May inst. 

To receive from the Board of Directors a Report 
and Statement of Accounts for the past year. 

To elect Officers for the ensuing Year. 

And on General Business. 

The Chair to be taken at THREE o’clock precisely. 

By order of the Board, 
ARTHUR CARPENTER. 
Devereux- buildings, Secretary. 
Devereux-court, Temple, W.C., 
1ith May, 1889. 


\ ANTED, in a County Office (near 

Manchester), a Conveyancing and General 
Clerk; salary £120.—Address, in own handwriting, 
with references, 8S. T., care of Redfern, Son, & 
Thompson, Solicitors, Manchester. 


To TRUSTEES. | 
TO CAPITALISTS. 


Particulars of suitable In- 
vestments in London Pro- 
perty may be had free of 
Mr. GEORGE J. FULLER, £5 
7 and 87, Gresham - street, 
TO INVESTORS. London, E.C. 

[* you want Money without Fees—amounts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
< eEEUEE, personally f possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street, 








